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Attached  is  the  White  River  Grazing  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(FEIS). 

The  preparation  of  this  final  statement  has  differed  from  the  past 
procedure  of  reprinting  a  draft  statement  to  incorporate  changes  resulting 
from  public  review.   Since  few  and  minor  changes  are  necessary,  the 
draft  statement  and  comments  in  this  document  constitute  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement.   This  revised  procedure  has  saved  substantial 
time,  money  and  paperwork.   As  noted  in  the  preface,  this  final  must  be 
used  in  conjunction  with  the  earlier  draft  statement  which  was  distributed 
to  the  public  on  April  23,  1980. 

The  White  River  Resource  Area,  Craig  District  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  prepared  this  environmental  impact  statement  pursuant  to 
Section  102(2) (c)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969.   The 
statement  describes  and  analyzes  social,  environmental  and  economic 
impacts  that  would  result  from  six  alternatives  of  grazing  management  on 
1,521,806  acres  of  public  land  in  northwestern  Colorado.   The  alternatives 
considered  were:  Alternative  A  -  Action  Proposal;  Alternative  B  -  No 
Action;  Alternative  C  -  Elimination  of  Livestock  Grazing  from  Public 
Land;  Alternative  D  -  Optimize  Livestock  Grazing;  Alternative  E  -  Emphasis 
on  Other  Resource  Uses;  and  Alternative  F  -  Optimize  Wild  Horses. 

This  final  environmental  impact  statement  is  not  the  decision  document. 
The  decision  on  the  action  to  be  taken  will  be  based  on  the  analysis 
contained  in  the  FEIS,  BLM's  manpower  and  budget  constraints,  public 
concerns  and  comments,  and  other  multiple-use  resource  objectives  or 
programs  applicable  to  the  area.   No  action  can  be  taken  for  a  least  30 
days  following  filing  of  the  final  statement  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  distribution  to  the  public.   A  brief  summary 
document  that  outlines  the  management  direction  for  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  will  be  prepared  and  made  available  as  soon  as  a  decision 
is  reached.   More  specific  decisions  will  be  developed  on  an  allotment- 
by-allotment  basis. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  environmental  impact  statement. 
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ABSTRACT 


(  )  Draft  (X)  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management 

1.  Type  of  Action:   (X)  Administrative  ()  Legislative 

2.  Abstract:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
proposes  to  implement  a  well  balanced  rangeland 
management  program  for  the  White  River  Resource 
Area  (approximately  1,521,806  acres  of  public  lands) 
in  the  Craig  District,  located  in  Garfield,  Moffat,  and 
Rio  Blanco  Counties  of  northwestern  Colorado.  The 
overall  objective  of  the  proposal  (Action  Proposal)  is 
to  provide  an  improved  rangeland  condition  capable 
of  supplying  183,460  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  of 
forage  in  the  short  term  and  230,330  AUMs  by  the 
year  2000  for  use  by  big  game  wildlife,  wild  horses, 
and  livestock  on  a  sustained  yield  basis.  The  proposal 
would  continue  intensive  grazing  management  on 
156,471  acres,  implement  intensive  grazing  manage- 
ment on  1,299,992  acres,  and  implement  less  inten- 
sive grazing  management  on  61,941  acres.  Range 
improvements  required  to  implement  intensive 
management  include  approximately  186,310  acres  of 
vegetation  manipulations,  699  watering  facilities, 
and  212  miles  offence. 

Implementation  of  the  proposal  would  result  in 
rangeland  vegetation  conditions  improving  on  581,000 
acres  and  remaining  stable  on  the  remainder.  Erosion 
and  runoff  would  decrease  as  a  result  of  improved 
watershed  conditions.  Wildlife  forage  and  habitat 
conditions  would  improve  and  lead  to  increased 
populations  of  deer  (1 1  percent),  elk  (8  percent),  and 
antelope  (2  percent),  which  would  result  in  an 
increase   of   approximately   $2.7  million   in  hunter/ 


recreation  income  for  Colorado.  The  proposal 
would  provide  an  improved  habitat  capable  of 
supporting  140  wild  horses  in  the  long  term.  How- 
ever, the  present  wild  horse  range  would  be  reduced  by 
67  percent  to  148,153  acres  with  an  86  percent 
reduction  in  wild  horses  from  the  present  625  head  to 
90  head.  The  initial  reduction  in  livestock  grazing  use 
from  the  present  136,028  AUMs  to  109,575  AUMs 
(20  percent)  would  decrease  local  incomes  by 
$260,398.  Long  term  livestock  grazing  use  would 
increase  to  156,630  AUMs  (13  percent  above  present 
use)  with  favorable  increases  in  local  incomes  of 
$326,874. 

3.        Alternatives  Considered: 

A.  Action  Proposal 

B.  No  Action 

C.  Elimination    of    Livestock    Grazing    from 
Public  Lands 

D.  Optimize  Livestock  Grazing 

E.  Emphasis  on  Other  Resource  Uses 

F.  Optimize  Wild  Horses 


4.     Request  for  Comments: 
Coordination  Section. 


See  Consultation  and 


5.  For  Further  Information  Contact: 

B.  Curtis  Smith,  Area  Manager  (303)  878-5084 

Donald  Roberts,  EIS  Team  Leader  (303)  878-5084 

USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  928 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 

6.  Date  Statement  Made  Available  to  EPA  and  to 
the  Public: 

Draft- April  23,  1980 
Final  -  September,  1980 
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PREFACE 

The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  consists  of  two  volumes.  Volume  1  was  originally  distributed  as 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  in  April  1980.  Comments  on  the  DEIS  did  not  require  signifi- 
cant changes  in  data,  analysis,  or  conclusions.  Therefore,  Volume  1  has  not  been  reprinted.  A  limited  number  of 
copies  of  Volume  1  are  available  upon  request  to  the: 

District  Manager 

Craig  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  248,  455  Emerson  Street 

Craig,  Colorado  81625 

Volume  2  contains  Section  6  -  Consultation  and  Coordination  in  the  Review  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  Section  7  - 
Revisions  to  the  Draft  EIS.  Section  1  through  5  of  Volume  1  are  incorprated  by  reference.  Minor  corrections  to 
these  sections  are  made  in  the  section  entitled  Errata. 
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SUMMARY 


SUMMARY 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  Craig 
District,  proposes  to  develop  a  well  balanced  range- 
land  management  program  on  1.5  million  acres  of 
public  land  within  the  White  River  Resource  Area. 
Six  separate  proposals  for  implementing  a  manage- 
ment program  are  considered  in  this  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS).  After  analysis  of  each 
proposal,  one  is  identified  as  the  preferred  grazing 
management   program   or   the   preferred  alternative. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

The  six  alternatives  considered  and  analyzed  in 
the  EIS  are: 

1 .     Alternative  A  -  Action  Proposal 

Alternative  B  -  No  Action  (Continuation  of 

Present  Management) 

Alternative    C  -  Elimination    of    Livestock 

Grazing  from  Public  Land 

Alternative  D  -  Optimize  Livestock  Grazing 

Alternative  E  -  Emphasis  on  Other  Resource 

Uses 

Alternative      F  -  Optimize     Wild      Horses 


2. 


4. 
5. 


All  alternatives  except  Alternative  C  (Elimin- 
ation of  Grazing)  were  developed  from  the  1978-79 
revision  of  the  land  use  plan  (Management  Frame- 
work Plan,  MFP)  for  the  White  River  Resource  Area. 
Alternative  B  was  developed  from  base  data  (the 
present  situation)  collected  on  three  planning  units  in 
the  Resource  Area.  Alternatives  D,  E,  and  F  were 
developed  from  recommendations  made  in  the  land 
use  planning  process  (MFP)  for  optimizing  individual 
resource  values  and  uses,  while  Alternative  A  was 
developed  from  the  multiple  use  recommendations 
made  for  coordinating  all  resource  values  and  uses 
identified    through   the   land   use   planning   process. 

ALTERNATIVE  A  -  ACTION  PROPOSAL 

The  objectives  of  the  Action  Proposal  are  to 
provide  improved  rangeland  conditions  capable  of 
supplying  183,460  animal  units  months  (AUMs)  of 
forage  in  the  short  term  and  230,330  AUMs  in  the 
long  term  for  use  by  wildlife,  wild  horses,  and  live- 
stock on  a  sustained  yield  basis.  In  addition,  6.5 
miles  of  Colorado  cutthroat  trout  habitat  and  72 
acres  of  riparian  vegetation  would  be  protected  by 


fencing.  About  55.5  miles  of  riparian  habitat  and 
241,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat  would  be  desig- 
nated for  improvement  through  improved  livestock 
grazing  management. 

The  allocation  of  vegetation  is  one  of  the 
principal  issues  in  the  proposal.  Fifty  percent  of  the 
vegetation  available  was  allocated  for  the  combined 
use  of  livestock,  big  game  wildlife,  or  wild  horses  with 
the  remaining  vegetation  reserved  for  plant  mainten- 
ance, nongame  and  small  game  wildlife,  and  water- 
shed protection. 

Initial  allocations  (short  term)  would  provide 
64,521  AUMs  of  forage  for  big  game  wildlife,  1,350 
AUMs  for  wild  horses,  and  109,575  AUMs  for  live- 
stock use.  The  long  term  (year  2000)  allocation 
would  provide  increased  allocations  for  big  game 
wildlife  (71,599  AUMs)  for  livestock  (156,630 
AUMs),  and  for  wild  horses  (2,101  AUMs). 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF 
ALTERNATIVE  A 

Rangeland  conditions  would  improve  on 
581,000  acres  of  public  land  which  would  allow  for 
improvement  in  soil  and  watershed  conditions.  An 
improvement  in  forage  conditions  would  occur  on  an 
additional  186,000  acres  (approximately)  undergoing 
vegetation  manipulation.  Soil  displacement  would 
decrease  by  1.6  tons/acre/year,  while  a  decrease  in 
runoff  (0.43  inches/acre  during  high  intensity  storms) 
would  result  in  a  5  percent  decrease  in  sediment  yield 
to  2.28  tons/acre/year.  Improvements  in  forage 
production  on  wildlife  use  areas  would  permit  popu- 
lation increases  for  deer,  elk,  and  antelope  to  51,526 
(11  percent),  1,926  (8  percent),  and  224  (2  percent), 
respectively.  This  would  create  an  increase  of  18,684 
hunter  recreation  days  with  a  resulting  increase  of 
$2,742,213  to  the  state  economy.  Sage  grouse 
nesting  and  brood  habitats  would  improve  while 
winter  habitat  would  remain  in  fair  to  good  con- 
dition. Of  the  297  acres  of  riparian  vegetation, 
condition  class  ratings  would  improve  on  89  acres  and 
decline  on  7  acres.  Of  the  73  stream  miles  presently 
inhabited  by  game  fish,  modest  improvements  to  fish 
habitat  would  occur  along  45  miles  with  deterioration 
along  3  miles.  The  present  wild  horse  range  would  be 
reduced  by  67  percent  to  148,153  acres  capable  of 


supporting  140  wild  horses  in  the  long  term.  Present 
livestock  use  levels  would  be  reduced  to  109,575 
AUMs  (20  percent)  in  the  short  term,  which  would 
create  significant  decreases  of  $99,731  in  annual 
ranch  incomes  and  $160,667  in  annual  incomes  to 
other  EIS  area  economy  sectors.  By  the  year  2000, 
livestock  use  would  increase  to  156,630  AUMs  (13 
percent  above  present  actual  use)  resulting  in  favor- 
able increases  of  $125,188  to  annual  ranch  incomes 
and  $201,686  to  annual  incomes  of  other  EIS  area 
economy  sectors. 

The  initial  allocations  would  require  adjust- 
ments in  the  existing  use  levels  of  livestock  and  wild 
horses.  Adjustments  in  livestock  and  wild  horse  use 
levels  would  be  completed  in  3  years  and  would 
consist  of  27,025  AUMs  (20  percent)  for  livestock 
and  8,014  AUMs  (86  percent)  for  wild  horses. 

Allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  would  be 
developed  for  each  allotment  in  the  EIS  area.  Six 
allotments  on  156,471  acres  of  public  land  would 
continue  under  intensive  management.  In  addition, 
intensive  management  would  be  developed  on  75 
allotments  (1,299,992  acres).  Specific  grazing 
systems  and  necessary  range  improvements  would  be 
developed  during  implementation  of  the  Action 
Proposal.  Less  intensive  management  would  continue 
on  58  allotments  (61,941  acres). 

A  minimum  rest  requirement  (a  period  of  no 
livestock  grazing)  is  proposed  for  each  allotment  and 
would  be  incorporated  into  grazing  systems  during 
AMP  preparation.  Progress  and  effectiveness  of  the 
grazing  management  proposals  would  be  monitored 
through  study  programs  designed  to  assess  changes  in 
vegetation  condition  and  trend  in  relation  to  multiple 
use  management  goals. 

Implementation  of  intensive  livestock  grazing 
management  would  require  development  of  699 
water  facilities,  212  miles  of  fence,  and  186,310 
acres  of  vegetation  manipulation.  Range  improve- 
ments would  be  developed  within  8  years. 


ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO  ACTION 

The  No  Action  alternative  would  not  change 
the  existing  grazing  management  or  the  present 
grazing  use  levels  of  vegetation.  The  present  grazing 
use  levels  are  based  on  the  average  active  licensed  use 
for  livestock  (136,600  AUMs),  the  forage  require- 
ments for  the  1978  big  game  wildlife  population 
(64,521  AUMs),  and  the  forage  requirements  for  the 
current  wild  horse  population  (9,364  AUMs). 

Intensive  management  would  continue  on  the 
six  allotments  (156,471  acres)  presently  under 
intensive  management  with  less  intensive  management 
continuing  on  the  remaining  133  allotments 
(1,352,933  acres).  No  scheduled  rest  periods  during 
the  present  authorized  period  of  use  would  be'  imple- 
mented on  the  less  intensive  management  allotments 
with   the   present   period  of  use  being  maintained. 

The  current  wild  horse  population  (625  horses) 
would  continue  to  utilize  the  present  443,979  acre 
wild  horse  range.  The  wild  horse  population  would 
be  controlled  to  maintain  a  maximum  of  625  horses. 

No  new  range  improvements  would  be  develop- 
ed, however,  existing  range  improvements  would  be 
maintained  in  serviceable  condition. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF 
ALTERNATIVE  B 

Continuation  of  the  present  grazing  levels  for 
livestock,  wild  horses,  and  big  game  wildlife  (especial- 
ly deer)  would  result  in  long  term  declines  in  range- 
land  and  habitat  conditions.  Poor  condition  range- 
land  would  increase  by  89,476  acres  while  good  and 
fair  condition  rangeland  would  decline  by  89,280  and 
8,804  acres  respectively.  Declines  in  vegetation 
conditions  would  lead  to  a  long  term  increase  of  0.8 
tons/acre/year  in  soil  displacement,  and  a  4  percent 
increase  in  sediment  yields  to  2.39  tons/acre/year  as  a 
result  of  increased  runoff  (0.46  inches/acre  during 
high  intensity  storms).  Declining  vegetation  con- 
ditions would  result  in  a  long  term  decrease  of  13,300 
AUMs  (7  percent)  in  available  forage  production, 
creating  a  decline  in  present  mule  deer  populations  to 
37,769  (12  percent).  This  would  lead  to  a  reduction 
of  15,826  hunter  recreation  days  with  a  resulting 
decrease  of  $1 ,560,659  to  the  state  economy.   Sage 


grouse  nesting  and  brood  habitats  would  decline  in 
quality  while  winter  habitat  would  remain  in  fair  to 
good  condition.  Condition  class  ratings  for  riparian 
vegetation  would  decline  on  75  acres  and  improve  on 
5  acres.  This  would  result  in  fish  habitat  degradation 
along  21  stream  miles  and  improvement  along  6 
miles.  Wild  horse  populations  would  have  to  be 
controlled  in  order  to  maintain  the  present  popu- 
lation. Livestock  grazing  levels  would  continue  at 
present  levels  (136,600  AUMs)  through  the  long 
term,  however,  at  some  point  during  the  long  term 
(before  the  year  2000),  livestock  levels  may  require 
downward  adjustments  in  response  to  declining 
rangeland  conditions  and  forage  production. 

ALTERNATIVE  C- ELIMINATION   OF 
LIVESTOCK    GRAZING    FROM    PUBLIC    LANDS 

Under  this  alternative,  wildlife  and  wild  horse 
populations  would  be  allowed  to  reach  a  balance  with 
the  vegetation  resource  without  the  influence  of 
livestock  grazing.  Existing  livestock  grazing  use  on 
public  lands  (except  livestock  trailing  on  established 
trails)  would  be  eliminated  on  all  public  lands  within 
the  White  River  Resource  Area. 

All  available  forage  production  (183,460  AUMs 
short  term  and  192,604  AUMs  long  term)  would  be 
allocated  for  wildlife  and  wild  horse  use  and  for 
enhancement  of  other  resources.  Existing  big  game 
wildlife  use  of  64,521  AUMs  would  be  allowed  to 
increase  to  78,440  AUMs  in  the  long  term.  Existing 
wild  horse  use  of  9,364  AUMs  would  be  allowed  to 
increase  to  11,250  AUMs  in  the  long  term  for  a 
maximum  of  750  wild  horses. 

No  development  of  new  range  improvements  or 
maintenance  of  existing  range  improvements  would 
occur  except  for  the  benefit  of  resource  values 
other  than  livestock  grazing.  Extensive  fencing 
(approximately  1,200  miles)  may  be  required,  at  the 
option  of  adjacent  land  owners,  if  livestock  grazing  is 
to  continue  on  private  and  state  lands  adjacent  to 
public  lands.  Implementation  of  this  alternative 
would  be  accomplished  within  3  years,  if  selected. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF 
ALTERNATIVE  C 

Eliminating    livestock    grazing    use  would   en- 


hance most  other  uses  which  occur  on  public  lands. 
Improvements  in  vegetation  conditions  would  occur 
in  a  relatively  short  period  of  time,  providing  the 
maximum  soil  protection  in  the  long  term.  Range- 
land  condition  would  improve  on  1,225,000  acres  of 
public  land.  Rangeland  in  good  condition  would 
increase  by  327,000  acres.  Soil  displacement  would 
decrease  by  3.6  tons/acre/year,  while  a  decrease  in 
runoff  (0.41  inches/acre  during  high  intensity  storms) 
would  result  in  an  1 1  percent  decrease  in  sediment 
yield  to  2.12  tons/acre/year.-  Condition  class  ratings 
for  riparian  vegetation  would  improve  on  251  acres 
while  the  remaining  45  acres  would  be  maintained  in 
their  present  classification.  This  would  result  in 
improvements  to  fish  habitat  along  71  stream  miles  of 
the  73  miles  inhabitated  by  game  fish.  Big  game 
populations  would  increase  to  53,340  deer  (15 
percent),  1,926  elk  (8  percent),  and  224  antelope  (2 
percent).  This  would  create  an  increase  of  21,251 
hunter  recreations  days,  resulting  in  an  increase  of 
$2,996,335  to  the  state  economy.  Deer  populations 
could  decrease  at  some  point  in  time,  beyond  the 
long  term  (year  2000),  as  a  result  of  declines  in 
preferred  winter  forage  (browse).  Sage  grouse  nesting 
and  brood  habitats  would  improve  while  winter 
habitat  would  remain  in  fair  to  good  condition.  The 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing  from  public  lands 
would  result  in  the  nonutilization  of  98,592  AUMs  of 
available  forage  which  would  not  be  used  to  the 
benefit  of  other  resources.  Adverse  economic  im- 
pacts would  occur  to  the  EIS  area  economy  and 
livestock  industry,  especially  to  the  ranching  oper- 
ations dependent  upon  public  land  grazing.  Ranch 
incomes  would  decline  by  $432,412  annually,  while 
incomes  to  other  EIS  area  economy  sectors  would 
decrease  by  $696,616  annually. 

ALTERNATIVE  D  -  OPTIMIZE  LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING 

Under  this  alternative,  livestock  grazing  would 
be  optimized  to  the  level  of  sustained  annual  yield  of 
available  forage  production  on  public  lands  suitable 
for  livestock  grazing.  Big  game  wildlife  and  wild 
horses  would  be  allocated  forage  not  utilized  by 
livestock  (noncompetitive)  on  areas  suitable  for 
livestock  and  all  forage  available  to  wildlife  and 
wild  horses  on  areas  unsuitable  for  livestock. 


Short  term  allocations  would  be  133,647  AUMs 
for  livestock,  42,948  AUMs  for  big  game  wildlife,  and 
760  AUMs  for  wild  horses.  Long  term  allocations 
would  be  180,686  AUMs  for  livestock,  48,482  for  big 
game  wildlife,  and  797  AUMs  for  wild  horses. 

Wild  horses  would  be  managed  on  148,153 
acres,  as  under  the  Action  Proposal,  but  with  a 
reduction  of  horses  down  to  52  head. 

The  livestock  grazing  management  proposals 
(intensive  and  less  intensive  management,  utilization 
levels,  minimum  rest  periods,  etc.)  would  be,  under 
this  alternative,  as  proposed  under  the  Action  Pro- 
posal. Range  improvements  proposed  under  this 
alternative  would  be  the  same  as  those  under  the 
Action  Proposal  with  an  additional  14  miles  of  fence 
proposed  within  the  wild  horse  range,  implement- 
ation, as  in  the  Action  Proposal,  would  be  an  8  year 
period  after  approval  of  the  final  EIS  with  adjust- 
ments in  livestock,  wild  horse,  and  big  game  wildlife 
use  being  made  by  the  third  year. 

ENVSRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF 
ALTERNATIVE  D 

Optimization  of  livestock  grazing  would  pro- 
vide for  the  multiple  use  objectives  of  most  major 
resource  uses  except  those  dealing  with  wildlife 
and  wild  horses.  Rangeland  conditions  would  im- 
prove on  581,000  acres  which  would  contribute  to 
improved  soil  and  watershed  conditions.  Soil  dis- 
placement would  decrease  by  1.4  tons/acre/year, 
while  a  decrease  in  runoff  (0.43  inches/acre  during 
high  intensity  storms)  would  result  in  a  4  percent 
decrease  in  sediment  yield  to  2.30  tons/acre/year.  In 
the  long  term,  the  forage  allocation  for  big  game 
wildlife  would  be  reduced  to  48,482  AUMs  (25 
percent  below  present  use).  Consequently,  popula- 
tion numbers  for  deer,  elk,  and  antelope  would  be 
36,579  (19  percent),  798  (55  percent),  and  103  (53 
percent),  respectively.  This  would  create  a  decrease 
of  20,992  hunter  recreation  days,  with  a  resulting 
decrease  of  $2,721,214  to  the  state  economy.  Sage 
grouse  nesting  and  brood  habitats  would  improve 
while  winter  habitat  would  remain  in  fair  to  good 
condition.  Condition  class  ratings  for  riparian  veget- 
ation would  improve  on  89  acres  and  decline  on  19 


acres.  This  would  result  in  modest  improvements 
in  game  fish  habitat  along  45  miles  and  deterioration 
along  3  miles.  The  substantial  reduction  (92  percent) 
in  wild  horse  numbers  that  would  be  required  could 
result  in  a  nonviable  wild  horse  population  (52  head). 
Management  of  a  nonviable  population  would  be  in 
nonconformance  with  the  Wild  and  Free-Roaming 
Horses  and  Burros  Act  and  would  require  actions  by 
BLM  to  assure  continuation  of  a  viable  population. 
Short  term  livestock  grazing  use  would  decrease  to 
133,647  AUMs  (2  percent  below  present  actual  use), 
however,  increases  of  $43,825  to  annual  ranch 
incomes  and  $70,602  to  annual  incomes  of  other  EIS 
area  economy  sectors  would  occur.  Long  term 
livestock  use  would  increase  to  180,686  AUMs  (25 
percent  above  present  use),  resulting  in  increases  of 
$240,507  to  annual  ranch  incomes  and  $387,457  to 
annual  incomes  of  other  EIS  area  sectors. 

ALTERNATIVE  E  -  EMPHASIS  ON  OTHER 
RESOURCE  USES 

Under  this  alternative,  livestock  grazing  would 
be  managed  to  optimize  or  emphasize  other  resource 
values  such  as  riparian  habitat,  sage  grouse  habitat, 
watershed  and  soil  protection,  wild  horses,  and  big 
game  wildlife. 

A  larger  quantity  of  forage  would  be  allocated 
to  increased  big  game  wildlife  and  wild  horse  popula- 
tions in  the  long  term  than  under  the  Action  Proposal. 
Short  term  allocations  would  be  65,319  AUMs  for 
livestock,  64,521  AUMs  for  big  game  wildlife,  and 
4,200  AUMs  for  wild  horses.  Long  term  allocations 
would  be  89,417  AUMs  for  livestock,  96,815  AUMs 
for  big  game  wildlife,  and  6,750  AUMs  for  wild 
horses. 

Wild  horses  would  be  managed  on  148,153 
acres  with   a   maximum  population  of  450  horses. 

Existing  intensive  management  would  continue 
on  six  allotments  (156,471  acres  of  public  land)  with 
intensive  management  proposed  on  an  additional 
eight  allotments  (441,589  acres)  to  improve  con- 
ditions on  critical  deer  winter  range.  Less  intensive 
management  would  continue  on  125  allotments 
(920,344  acres). 


Minimum  rest  requirements  proposed  under  the 
Action  Proposal  would  be  applied  each  year  on  the 
entire  allotment  under  this  alternative.  A  fall  mini- 
mum rest  requirement  would  also  be  imposed  on  11 
allotments  to  increase  available  forage  to  deer  on 
critical  winter  ranges.  Kind  of  livestock,  period  of 
use,  and  utilization  levels  of  key  species  would  be 
the  same  as  the  Action  Proposal. 

Range  improvements  would  be  limited  to  those 
that  would  enhance  deer,  elk,  antelope,  and  sage 
grouse  habitat  conditions.  Range  improvements 
would  include  160  water  developments,  172  miles  of 
fence,  and  83,890  acres  of  vegetation  manipulations. 

Adjustments  in  grazing  use  would  occur  over  a 
3  year  period  with  implementation  of  AMPs  and 
range  improvements  occurring  within  8  years. 


cent)  in  the  short  term,  which  would  create  signifi- 
cant decreases  in  annual  income  of  $375,146  for 
ranching  operations  and  $605,146  for  other  EIS  area 
economy  sectors.  By  the  year  2000,  livestock  use 
would  increase  to  89,414  AUMs  but  still  remain  35 
percent  below  present  actual  use.  This  would  result 
in  decreases  in  annual  incomes  below  the  present 
levels  by  $272,682  for  ranching  operations  and 
$439,291  for  other  EIS  area  sectors. 

ALTERNATIVE  F  -  OPTIMIZE  WILD  HORSES 

This  alternative  would  propose  optimum  levels 
of  management  for  wild  horses.  Short  term  alloc- 
ations of  forage  would  be  104,324  AUMs  for  live- 
stock, 64,521  AUMs  for  big  game  wildlife,  and  9,364 
AUMs  for  wild  horses.  Long  term  allocations  would 
be  142,352  AUMs  for  livestock,  71,599  AUMs  for  big 
game  wildlife,  and    16,865  AUMs  for  wild  horses. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF 
ALTERNATIVE  E 

By  optimizing  resource  uses  other  than  live- 
stock grazing,  long  term  rangeland  conditions  would 
improve  on  919,438  acres,  with  good  condition 
range  increasing  four  times  the  present  amount  to 
324,246  acres.  Consequently,  soil  displacement 
would  decrease  by  2.7  tons/acre/year,  while  a  de- 
crease in  runoff  (0.42  inches/acre  during  high  inten- 
sity storms)  would  result  in  an  8  percent  decrease  in 
sediment  yield  to  2.19  tons/acre/year.  Improved 
vegetation  conditions  would  allow  deer,  elk,  and 
antelope  populations  to  increase  to  55,835  (23 
percent  above  1978  populations),  1,926  (8  percent) 
and  224  (2  percent),  respectively.  This  would  create 
an  increase  of  27,749  hunter  recreation  days  with  a 
resulting  increase  of  $3,639,834  to  the  state  ec- 
onomy. Sage  grouse  nesting  and  brood  habitats 
would  improve  while  winter  habitat  would  remain  in 
fair  to  good  condition.  Condition  class  ratings  would 
improve  on  21 1  acres  while  the  remaining  86  acres 
would  remain  within  their  present  classification. 
This  would  result  in  modest  improvements  to  game 
fish  habitat  along  53  stream  miles.  The  size  of  the 
wild  horse  range  would  be  reduced  by  67  percent  to 
148,153  acres,  with  a  28  percent  reduction  in  wild 
horse  numbers  to  450  head.  Present  livestock  grazing 
levels  would  be  reduced  to  65,314  AUMs  (48  per- 


Wild  horses  would  continue  to  be  managed  on 
the  present  wild  horse  range  (443,979  acres)  with 
population  levels  managed  at  a  minimum  of  700  and 
a  maximum  of  1,125  head.  The  wild  horse  range 
would  be  divided  into  four  units  with  horses,  in 
excess  of  the  minimum  number  set  for  each  unit, 
being  removed  every  5  years. 

Intensive  grazing  management  would  continue 
on  six  allotements  (156,471  acres),  one  of  which  is 
within  the  wild  horse  range.  Intensive  management 
is  proposed  for  62  allotments  (813,606  acres  public 
land)  and  less  intensive  management  is  proposed  for 
71  allotments  (548,327  acres),  thirteen  of  which 
would  occur  in  the  wild  horse  range. 

The  range  improvements  proposed  for  allot- 
ments without  wild  horses  in  the  Action  Proposal  are 
also  proposed  under  this  alternative.  Range  im- 
provements on  these  allotments  would  include  521 
water  developments,  119  miles  of  fence,  and  120,128 
acres  of  vegetation  manipulations.  Range  improve- 
ments proposed  on  wild  horse  allotments  for  en- 
hancement of  the  wild  horse  habitat  include  82  water 
developments,  19  miles  of  fence  (none  in  the  interior 
of  the  wild  horse  range),  and  46,780  acres  of  veget- 
ation manipulations. 


Implementation  of  this  alternative  would  occur 
over  an  8  year  period  with  livestock  use  adjustments 
occurring  the  first  3  years. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF 
ALTERNATIVE  F 

Optimizing  wild  horses  would  benefit  most 
other  resource  uses.  Long  term  rangeland  conditions 
would  improve  on  426,438  acres  with  good  condition 
range  increasing  three  times  the  present  amount  to 
252,676  acres.  Consequently,  soil  displacement 
would  decrease  by  1.4  tons/acre/year,  while  a  de- 
crease in  runoff  (0.43  inches/acre  during  high  inten- 
sity storms)  would  result  in  a  4  percent  decrease  in 
sediment  yield  to  2.30  tons/acre/year.  Improved 
vegetation  conditions  would  allow  deer,  elk,  and 
antelope  populations  to  increase  to  51,526  (11 
percent),  1,926  (8  percent,  and  224  (2  percent), 
respectively.  This  would  create  an  increase  of  18,684 
hunter  recreation  days  with  a  resulting  increase  of 
$2,743,213  to  the  state  economy.  Sage  grouse 
nesting  and  brood  habitats  would  improve  while 
winter  range  habitat  would  remain  in  fair  to  good 
condition.  Condition  class  ratings  for  riparian  veget- 
ation would  improve  on  89  acres  and  decline  on  7 
acres.  This  would  result  in  modest  improvements 
to  game  fish  habitat  along  45  stream  miles  and 
deterioration  along  3  stream  miles.  By  allowing 
increased  forage  for  wild  horses,  population  numbers 
would  increase  to  1,125  head  (80  percent  above  the 
present  population)  on  the  present  wild  horse  range 
(443,979  acres).  Livestock  use  would  be  reduced  on 
the  wild  horse  range  to  provide  for  the  additional 
wild  horse  forage.  Present  livestock  grazing  levels 
would  be  reduced  to  104,324  AUMs  (24  percent)  in 
the  short  term,  which  would  create  significant  de- 
creases of  $123,198  to  annual  ranch  incomes  and 
$198,472  to  annual  incomes  of  other  EIS  area 
economy  sectors.  By  the  year  2000,  livestock  use 
would  increase  to  142,352  AUMs  (4  percent  above 
present  actual  use),  resulting  in  favorable  increases  of 
$75,956  to  annual  ranch  incomes  and  $122,333  to 
annual  incomes  of  other  EIS  area  economy  sectors. 

THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  six  alternatives  will  be  discussed  according 
to  their  ability  to  conform  to  the  multiple  use  objec- 
tives determined  through  land  use  planning,  as 
mandated  by  the  Federal   Land  Policy  and  Manage- 


ment Act  of  1976  (FLPMA).  The  alternative  that 
least  agrees  with  these  objectives  will  be  discussed 
first,  followed  by  the  other  alternatives  in  increasing 
order  of  conformance.  The  alternative  that  best 
accomodates  the  multiple  use  objectives  would  be  the 
preferred  alternative  or  preferred  grazing  management 
program,  discussed  last. 

The  multiple  use  objectives  of  the  land  use  plan 
are  to  enhance  soil  and  watershed  protection  through 
improvement  in  the  vegetation  resource,  improve 
rangeland  conditions,  provide  quality  habitat  for 
wildlife  and  wild  horses,  provide  a  continuous  supply 
of  livestock  forage,  reduce  soil  erosion  and  sediment 
damage,  and  improve  water  quality. 

No  Action  (Alternative  B) 

A  continuation  of  present  grazing  management 
would  not  meet  most  multiple  use  objectives  since 
most  major  resource  values  would  decline  over  the 
long  term.  Continuation  of  the  present  grazing  levels 
for  livestock,  wild  horses,  and  big  game  wildlife, 
especially  deer,  would  result  in  long  term  declines  in 
rangeland  and  habitat  conditions.  Declines  in  veget- 
ation conditions  would  lead  to  long  term  increases  in 
soil  displacement  and  increased  sediment  yields  as  a 
result  of  increased  runoff,  especially  during  high 
intensity  storms.  Big  game  wildlife  populations  and 
carrying  capacities  would  fluctuate,  however,  the 
trend  would  probably  be  a  long  term  decline,  espec- 
ially for  deer,  resulting  from  a  decline  in  habitat 
conditions.  Present  wild  horse  numbers  are  in  excess 
of  the  levels  identified  through  land  use  planning  and 
would  continue  to  increase,  if  not  controlled.  Live- 
stock grazing  levels  would  continue  at  present  levels 
through  the  long  term,  however,  at  some  point  during 
the  long  term  (before  the  year  2000),  livestock  levels 
may  require  downward  adjustments  in  response  to 
declining     rangeland     conditions     and     production. 

Elimination  of  Livestock  Grazing  from  Public 
Land  (Alternative  C) 

Eliminating  livestock  grazing  use  would  en- 
hance most  other  resource  uses  on  public  lands. 
Dramatic  improvements  in  vegetation  conditions 
would  occur  in  a  relatively  short  period  of  time, 
providing  the  maximum  soil  protection  in  the  long 
term.    Decreases  in  runoff  and  sediment  yield  would 


be  maximized.  Water  quality  changes  in  most  major 
watersheds  would  improve,  but  not  a  significant 
improvement  above  the  present  quality.  Significant 
improvements  in  the  conditions  of  riparian  zones 
and  aquatic  habitats  would  occur.  Big  game  popula- 
tions would  increase  to  desired  levels,  except  for  deer 
populations.  Deer  populations  would  increase  but 
would  be  limited  by  improvements  in  production  of 
preferred  winter  forage  (browse)  on  winter  ranges. 
Deer  populations  could  decrease  at  some  point  in 
time,  beyond  the  long  term  (year  2000),  as  a  result  of 
long  term  declines  in  the  availability  of  preferred 
winter  forage.  The  loss  of  livestock  grazing  from 
public  lands  would  result  in  the  loss  of  a  renewable 
resource;  that  portion  of  the  vegetation  resource  not 
utilized  by  other  users  that  could  be  utilized  by 
livestock.  Adverse  economic  impacts  would  occur  to 
the  EIS  area  economy  and  livestock  industry,  espec- 
ially to  the  ranching  operations  dependent  upon 
public  land  grazing. 


Emphasis   on   Other  Resource  Uses  (Alternative  E) 

Optimization  of  wildlife,  watershed,  and 
recreation  values  would  enhance  most  resource  values 
and  uses.  Emphasis  on  resource  uses  other  than 
livestock  grazing  would  result  in  improved  rangeland 
conditions,  which  would  contribute  to  improved  soil 
and  watershed  conditions.  Deer,  elk,  and  antelope 
populations  could  increase  by  23,  8,  and  2  percent 
respectively.  Sage  grouse  habitat  conditions  would 
improve.  Aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  would  exhibit 
significant  improvements.  Although  the  wild  horse 
range  would  be  reduced,  populations  would  increase 
on  the  remaining  horse  range.  Recreation  opportun- 
ities associated  with  big  game  hunting  would  improve. 
Present  livestock  grazing  levels  would  be  reduced  48 
percent  in  the  short  term  and  35  percent  in  the  long 
term.  An  associated  decline  in  ranch  incomes  would 
occur,  causing  significant  economic  losses  to  the 
livestock  industry  and  other  economy  sectors  in  the 
EIS  area. 


Optimize  Livestock  Grazing  (Alternative  D) 

Optimization  of  livestock  grazing  on  public 
lands  would  provide  for  the  multiple  use  objectives  of 
most  major  resource  uses  except  those  dealing  with 
wildlife  and  wild  horses.  This  alternative  would  result 
in  improved  rangeland  conditions,  which  would 
contribute  to  improved  soil  and  watershed  conditions. 
Riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  would  show  slow 
improvement.  The  major  disadvantages  under  this 
alternative  would  be  the  significant  reductions  in 
wildlife  and  wild  horses  required  to  optimize  live- 
stock use.  The  amount  of  forage  that  would  be 
provided  to  big  game  wildlife  would  create  long  term 
populations  declines  for  deer  (19  percent),  elk 
(55  percent),  and  antelope  (53  percent).  The  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  wild  horse  numbers  that  would 
be  required  could  result  in  a  nonviable  wild  horse 
population.  Management  of  a  nonviable  population 
would  be  in  nonconformance  with  the  Wild  and  Free 
Roaming  Horses  and  Burros  Act  and  would  require 
actions  by  BLM  to  assure  continuation  of  a  viable 
population.  Long  term  livestock  grazing  use  would 
increase  by  25  percent,  which  would  result  in  favor- 
able economic  impacts  to  the  livestock  industry  and 
economy  of  the  EIS  area. 


Optimize  Wild  Horses  (Alternative  F) 

As  with  Alternatives  A  and  E,  most  resource 
values  and  uses  would  be  enhanced  with  the  optimi- 
zation of  wild  horses.  Improved  rangeland  conditions 
would  occur,  which  would  contribute  to  improved 
soil  and  watershed  conditions.  Deer,  elk,  and  ante- 
lope populations  would  increase  by  11,  8,  and  2 
percent  respectively.  Habitat  conditions  for  sage 
grouse  would  improve,  along  with  modest  improve- 
ments in  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  conditions.  By 
allowing  increased  forage  for  wild  horses,  population 
numbers  would  increase  on  the  present  horse  range. 
Livestock  use  would  be  reduced  on  the  horse  range  to 
provide  increased  forage  for  wild  horses.  Total 
livestock  use  proposed  under  this  alternative  would 
result  in  a  short  term  reduction  of  present  levels  by 
24  percent,  however,  long  term  use  would  increase  4 
percent  above  present  levels  by  the  year  2000.  Long 
term  ranch  incomes  and  incomes  to  other  sectors  of 
the  EIS  area  economy  would  increase  after  short  term 
decreases. 

Action  Proposal  (Alternative  A) 

The  Action  Proposal  would  most  comprehen- 
sively meet  all  the  multiple  use  objectives  outlined  in 
the  White  River  Resource  Area  land  use  plan.  This 
alternative    would    allow    for    improved    rangeland 


conditions,  which  would  result  in  improved  soil  and 
watershed  conditions.  Deer,  elk,  and  antelope 
populations  could  increase  by  11,  8,  and  2  percent 
respectively.  Habitat  conditions  for  sage  grouse 
would  improve,  along  with  modest  improvements  in 
aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  conditions.  The  wild 
horse  population  and  range  would  be  reduced  con- 
siderably, however,  improved  habitat  conditions 
would  benefit  the  remaining  horses.  Present  livestock 
use  levels  would  be  reduced  by  20  percent  in  the 
short  term,  which  would  create  significant  decreases 
in  ranch  incomes.  By  the  year  2000,  livestock 
use  would  exceed  present  levels  by  13  percent  with 
favorable  increases  in  ranch  incomes  and  incomes  to 
other  economy  sectors  in  the  EIS  area. 

The  Action  Proposal  (Alternative  A)  would 
provide  improvement  in,  and  enhancement  of,  major 
resource  values  and  competing  land  uses,  while  at 
the  same  time,  providing  for  the  least  economic 
disruption.  Rangeland  conditions  would  be  improved 
providing  increased  soil  and  watershed  protection  and 
increased  forage  production.  Improvements  in 
aquatic  and  riparian  habitats  would  occur.  The 
Action  Proposal  would  continue  to  provide  space  and 
forage  for  a  viable  wild  horse  herd  and  provide 
increased  forage  supplies  for  big  game  wildlife  species. 
Short  term  economic  losses  resulting  from  reduced 
livestock  grazing  levels  would  occur,  however,  long 
term  increases  in  livestock  grazing  use  would  create 
economic  gains  above  the  present  levels.  Based  upon 
the  analysis  of  the  alternatives,  the  Action  Proposal 
would  be  the  preferred  alternative. 

SIGNIFICANT  ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 

Many  comments  received  from  review  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS 
questioned,  or  raised  concern  over  some  management 
recommendations  made  in  the  land  use  plan  for  the 
White  River  Resource  Area.  The  significant  issues 
raised  during  review  of  the  DEIS  will  be  given  con- 
sideration in  the  management  decisions,  yet  to  be 
made,  for  livestock  grazing  management  in  the  White 
River  Resource  Area  (WRRA). 

Vegetation  Allocation 

Livestock  interests  were  concerned  over  taking 
reductions  in  livestock  use  while  wildlife  populations 


were  maintained  at  1978  levels.  The  Bureau's  pri- 
mary responsibility  is  to  improve  or  maintain  an 
acceptable  rangeland  condition  and  to  adjust  veget- 
ation uses  to  a  sustained  yield  of  that  vegetation. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
of  1976  requires  that  uses  on  public  lands  be  alloc- 
ated through  land  use  planning.  Management  recom- 
mendations developed  through  land  use  planning,  on 
which  this  EIS  is  based,  recommend  that  existing 
wildlife  populations  in  the  White  River  Resource  Area 
be  maintained  by  providing  their  required  forage  and 
habitat  needs.  Also,  the  land  use  plan  recommends 
establishing  studies  that  would  determine  the  capa- 
city of  available  winter  ranges  for  deer  and  elk  and 
maintaining  deer  and  elk  populations  at  existing  levels 
until  such  studies  are  complete. 

Livestock  grazing  reductions  were  a  major  area 
of  controversy  in  public  responses  to  the  DEIS. 
Livestock  interests  were  concerned  over  the  use 
of  old  survey  and  drought  year  data  as  a  basis  upon 
which  to  make  livestock  reductions.  The  BLM 
recognized  the  shortcomings  of  these  data  but  this 
was  the  best  and  most  current  data  available  at  the 
time.  This  data  will  beadjusted  through  on-the-ground 
studies  and  consideration  of  needs  of  all  resources. 

Spring  Rest 

Three  differing  points  of  view  have  been 
expressed  concerning  proposed  spring  rest  from 
livestock  grazing.  Wildlife  interests  feel  that  spring 
rest  provisions  on  deer  winter  ranges  could  effect  long 
term  decreases  in  browse  production,  thus  reducing 
deer  carrying  capacities.  Livestock  interests  are 
concerned  that  spring  rest  from  livestock  grazing 
would  exert  economic  hardships  on  individual  ranch- 
ing operations.  BLM  maintains  that  spring  rest  is 
essential  to  improve  vegetation  condition  and  trend, 
watershed  condition,  and  habitat  conditions  for  small 
and  nongame  wildlife.  The  preferred  alternative 
proposed  to  install  flexible  spring  rest  provisions 
which  would  vary  among  allotments,  in  response  to 
prevailing  rangeland  condition,  wildlife  habitat  values, 
soil  erosion  susceptibility,  etc.  Spring  rest  require- 
ments would  change  through  time  as  trends  in  veget- 
ative, habitat  and  watershed  conditions  were  identi- 
fied through  long  term  monitoring  studies. 
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Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitats 

Concern  has  been  expressed  that  the  Action 
Proposal  (Alternative  A)  would  not  provide  the  level 
of  improvement  to  riparian  vegetation  which  would 
be  necessary  for  quality  wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat, 
with  the  exception  of  certain  streams  containing 
State  listed  threatened  fish  species.  The  analysis  of 
this  alternative  does  indicate,  however,  that  some 
slight  improvement  would  occur.  In  order  to  insure 
that  these  riparian  areas  continue  to  improve  as 
expected,  recommendations  in  the  land  use  plan 
provide  for  monitoring  these  areas  and  for  mitigation 
on  a  case  by  case  basis  for  those  areas  not  responding 
to  improved  livestock  grazing  management. 

Wild  Horses 

Public  responses  indicated  concern  regarding 
proposals  in  the  land  use  plan  for  managing  wild 
horses.  Major  areas  of  interest  included:  1)  the  need 
for  reducing  the  size  of  the  wild  horse  range;  2)  the 
proposed  population  levels;  and  3)  the  possibility  of 
the  proposals  violating  the  mandates  of  the  Wild  and 
Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act.  The  two  pri- 
mary factors  which  were  considered  in  the  proposed 
reduction  in  range  size  were:  1)  the  amount  of 
habitat  lost  from  increased  oil  and  gas  production  and 
human  disturbance,  and  2)  the  areas  where  horse 
movements  are  restricted  by  existing  fences  creating 
competition  between  horses  and  deer  for  winter 
range.  The  remaining  wild  horse  range,  considered 
to  be  their  preferred  habitat,  has  been  allocated  for 
continued  wild  horse  use. 

Vegetation  Manipulations 

Wildlife  interests  have  expressed  concern  over 
potentially  adverse  impacts  to  mule  deer  and  sage 
grouse  habitats  from  the  proposed  vegetation  manip- 
ulations in  the  action  proposal.  The  WRRA's  Land 
Use  Plan  and  this  EIS  have  identified  the  specific 
mitigation  measures  and  design  restrictions  which 
would  provide  for  the  protection  of  habitat  values  for 
deer,  sage  grouse  and  the  other  wildlife  species. 
Briefly,  wildlife  habitat  values  would  be  protected 
through  the  mitigations  developed  through  both  the 
land  use  plan  and  EIS  process,  site-specific  analysis 
and  environmental  assessment  procedures,  coordin- 
ation with  local  resource  agencies,  and  monitoring 
studies. 
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COMMENT  LETTER    1 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


1522  k  Slr&el,  NW 
Washington.  IK;  20005 


Lake  Plaza  Soulh.  Suite  616 
44  Union  Boulevard 
Lafcawood,  CO  B0228 


June  11,   1980 

Kr.  B.  Curtis  Smith 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Managem^hij 

P.    0.    Bex  928 

Meeker,  Colorado   8l61*l 

Dear  Mr.  Smith: 

The  Council  has  reviewed  your  draft  environmental  statement  (DES)  for  the 
proposed  Whi^e  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management  Program  circulated  for 
comment  pursuant  to  Section  102{2)(C)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.   We  note  that  the  undertaking  may  affect  the  following  identified 
cultural  features:   Carrot  Han  Pictograph  Site,  Canyon  Pintado  Historic 
District,  >jck  Creek  Pick-Up  Village,  and  the  Fremont  Lookout  Fortification 
Site,  as  well  as  nine  other  sites  nominated  for  and  approximately  sixty 
sites  determined  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places;  and  a  great  number  of  cultural  properties  that  may  exist  in  the  area 
but  have  yet  to  be  identified. 

f 

It  is  noted  that  no  reference  was  made  to  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of 

Agreement  of  January  I98O  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  the 
National  Conference  of  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers,  and  the  Council 
regarding  the  Livestock  Crazing  and  Range  Improvement  Progran.   A  copy  has 
been  enclosed  for  your  convenience.   According  to  Stipulation  1  of  this 
document,  BLM  is  required  to  complete  one  of  the  following  three  conditions: 
{l}  To  conduct  Class  I  and  Class  II  inventories  of  cultural  resources,  which 
are  to  he  completed  at  an  appropriate  planning  stage  and  prior  to  the 
preparation  of  the  DES  in  accordance  with  BLM  manual  Section  8111;  (2)  To 
undertake  an  alternative  to  the  inventory  procedure  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer's  (SHPO)  consent  during  the  interim  years  of  1979-1931; 
or  (3)  To  request  the  comments  of  the  Council  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  800  of 
the  Council's  regulations,  if  an  acceptable  alternative  cannot  be  negotiated 
with  the  SHPO.   Evidence  of  the  failure  to  agree  with  the  SHPO  on  an 
alternative  procedure  should  be  forwarded  to  the  Council  with  a  request  for 
Council  comment  on  the  specific  determination  of  effect  with  appropriate 
supporting  documentation  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Section  800.6. 

Circulation  of  a  DES,  however,  does  not  fulfill  your  agency's  responsibilities 
under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  {16 
U.S.C.  Sec.  l»70f,  as  amended,  90  Stat.  1320). 

Prior  to  the  approval  of  the  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds  or  prior  to 
the  granting  of  any  license,  permit,  or  other  approval  for  an  undertaking, 


COMMENT  LETTER     1 


Page  2 

Mr.  B.  Curtis  Smith 
White  River  Resource  Graz: 
June  11,  I960 


ig  Management  Plan 


Federal  agencies  must  afford  the  Council  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
effect  of  the  undertaking  on  properties  included  in  or  eligible  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Register  in  accordance  with  the  Council's 
regulations  (copy  enclosed}.   Until  these  requirements  are  net,  the  Council 
considers  the  DES  incomplete  in  its  treatment  of  historical,  archeological , 
architectural,  and  cultural  resources.   You  should  obtain  the  Council's 
.substantive  comments  through  the  process  outlined  in  36  CFR  Section  800.9- 
These  comments  should  then  be  incorporated  into  any  subsequent  documents 
prepared  to  meet  requirements  under  the  national  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
Ms.  Marjorie  Ingle  may  be  contacted  at  (303)  23fe-1»oli61  an  FTS  number,  for 
further  assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Louls-S-T  Wall 
Chief,  Western  Division 
of  Project  Review 


Enclosures 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  1 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 


The  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  of  January  1980  was 
referenced  on  page  10  of  the  DEIS  under  "Standard  Design,  Construc- 
tion, and  Operation  Procedures".   The  bibliographic  reference  is  on 
page  334.   A  letter  of  consultation  was  sent  to  the  SHPO  on  8/8/79 
and  his  reply  reviewing  the  draft  (dated  5/21/80)  states  that  "... 
Cultural  resources  have  been  dealt  with  in  the  Programmatic  Memo- 
randum of  Agreement...,  therefore,  no  further  comment  is  necessary." 

The  Council  was  afforded  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS 
through  the  process  outlined  in  36  CTR  Section  800.9: 

"...  Preparation  of  a  draft  environmental  impact  statement  may 
fulfill  the  requirements  for  reports  and  documentation  under  these 
authorities. 

Circulation  of  the  statement  for  comment  pursuant  to  Section  102(2) (C) 
of  NEPA  shall  constitute  a  request  for  Council  comments  under 
Section  800.4  of  these  regulations  if  Federal  agencies  so  request 
in  cover  letters  circulated  with  draft  environmental  impact  statements. 

A  cover  letter  accompanied  the  DEIS  requesting  written  comments  and 
oral  testimony  on  the  document.   The  letter  also  stated  that  "those 
comments  that  pertain  to  the  adequacy  of  the  impact  assessment,  or 
present  new  data,  will  be  addressed  in  the  Final  EIS." 
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niteo  States  Department  of  Agriculi 

forest  SERVICE 

Rocky  Mountain  Region 

11177  Wesi  Eighth  Avenue.  Box  25127 

Lakewood,  Colorado  80225 


District  Manager,  BLH 
Craig  District  Office 
P.    0.    Box'248 

455   Emerson  Street 
Craig,    Colorado     81625 


Gentlemen: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  proposed  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management 
Program.     We  have  the  following  comments: 

1.  The  abstract   states   the  proposed  action  would   reduce  wild  horse 
numbers   to  90;  on  page  vi,    this   number  appears   to  be   140. 

2.  The  abstract  states   local    income  would  decrease  by  $260,398. 
This  figure  needs   to  be  related   to  a   time  span   (annually,   or  over 
a   period  of  3  years) . 

3.  Page  9  -  No  mention   is  made  of  monitoring  conditions  on  the 
62,000  acres   (58  allotments)   that  will    not  be   intensively  managed. 
Since  condition  and   trend   have  a  greater  chance  of  going  downward 
on   these  lands,   shouldn't  they  be  monitored? 

4.  Page  63   -  Caption  .of   the   lower  photograph   should   be  reworded. 

5.  Page  67   -  The   status  of  the  13   threatened  and  endangered  plants 
should   be  clarified,   for  none  of  the  plants  are  officially  desig- 
nated as  endangered  or  threatened   by  either  the   Federal   or  State 

government    (See  comment   #12). 

6.  Page   125   (010  Assumption)    -  Wording  has  connotation   that  DOW  is 
not  now  properly  managing  wildlife  populations.     Suggest  deleting 
the  word    "properly. " 


7.      Page   134   (Column  1,   last  sentence) 
percent"   should   be  rewritten. 


"greater   than   30  to  50 


Page  147   -  Change   "marginal"   to   "modest. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER    2 


CO 


9.  Page  149  (Column  1,  paragraph  2)  -  If  aquatic  habitat  in  Divide 
Creek  Reservoir  was  improved  by  fencing  out  livestock,  it  would  appear 
that  the  same  should  be  planned  for  West  and  Bitter  Creek  Reservoirs. 

10.  Page  169  (Column  2,  paragraph  1)  -  If  West  and  Bitter  Creek 
Reservoirs  continue  to  settle  out  sediment  from  upstream  livestock- 
caused  erosion,  the  conclusion  that  no  dramatic  change  would  occur 
by  the  year  20QO  is  unreasonable.  The  reservoirs  could  be  filled 
with  sediment!  Why  not  plan  to  eliminate  the  damage  to  streambanks 
and  riparian  vegetation  above  these  reservoirs? 

11.  Page  309  (Table  E-2)  -  The  riparian  area  on  public  land  portions 
of  Brush  Creek  is  relatively  large  (7.3  acres)  and  there  are  3.0  miles 
of  stream  containing  cutthroat  trout.  The  DEIS  states  that  the 
riparian  habitat  is  in  a  fair-declining  condition  and  will  continue 

to  decline  under  the  Action  Proposal  (preferred  alternative).   In  an 
area  supporting  so  few  streams  with  trout  habitat,  why  does  the  Action 
Proposal  sacrifice  this  stream?  Table  E-2  also  indicates  there  is  no 
data  available  concerning  this  area  -  not  even  the  species  composition 
of  the  riparian  vegetation. 

12.  Page  317  (Table  E-3)  -  Reader  will  assume  from  this  table  that 
there  are  13  T/E  plants  on  the  EIS  area.  None  of  these  plants  have 
been  officially  designated  as  either  threatened  or  endangered.  Suggest 
the  title  of  this  table,  and  the  narrative  on  page  67,  clarify  the 
status  of  plants.  Also,  the  Action  Proposal  should  consider  special 
management  for  Raven  Ridge  and  Cathedral  Bluffs  to  protect  the  several 
sensitive  species  dependent  upon  those  areas. 

Sincerely, 


A\W  tux. 


IB* 
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CRAIG  W 


RUPP 


Regional  Forester 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  2 
United  States  Forest  Service 

1.  The  initial  allocation  in  the  short  term  would  provide  1,350  AUMs 
for  90  horses.   However,  the  long  term  allocation  would  provide 
2,101  AUMs  for  140  horses  as  noted  on  page  vi  (DEIS). 

2.  All  income  changes  noted  are  on  an  annual  basis.   The  summary  has 
been  changed  accordingly, 

3.  Text  change  has  been  made  to  include  monitoring  on  less  intensive 
allotments. 

4.  See  Errata  for  DEIS,  page  63. 

5.  See  Errata  for  DEIS,  page  67. 

6.  See  Errata  for  DEIS,  page  125. 

7.  See  Errata  for  DEIS,  page  134. 

8.  See  Errata  for  DEIS,  page  147. 

9.  It  is  a  well  documented  fact  that  the  fencing  of  riparian  zones  to 
exclude  livestock  will  greatly  improve  conditions  in  these  areas. 
It  would  be  desirable  to  fence  all  streams  and  reservoirs  within 
the  EIS  area,  however,  it  would  not  be  economically  feasible. 
During  the  development  of  the  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  for 
this  Resource  Area,  the  reservoirs  and  streams  in  both  West  and 
Bitter  Creeks  were  eliminated  from  consideration  for  immediate 
fencing.   The  streams  selected  for  fencing  were  those  in  which  an 
"area  of  critical  environmental  concern"  was  identified  (i.e..  Lake 
and  Soldier  Creeks  which  are  inhabited  by  almost  pure  strains  of 
Colorado  cutthroat  trout  populations).   However,  this  decision 
would  not  prevent  a  reevaluation  of  these  two  reservoirs  or  their 
associated  streams  at  a  later  date.   Under  "Assumptions  and  Analy- 
sis Guidelines"  (DEIS,  page  125),  Item  8  states  that  "BLM  would 
verify  the  level  of  impacts  and  monitor  the  Allotment  Management 
Plans  (AMPs)  for  the  purpose  of  making  necessary  adjustments  in 
those  plans  which  are  not  meeting  the  desired  multiple  use  objec- 
tives".  This  would  compliment  the  Step  II  multiple  use  recommen- 
dation (WF  1.1  of  the  WRRA  MFP)  that  "the  fencing  of  other  riparian 
zones  in  the  WRRA  will  be  evaluated  on  a  case  by  case  basis  and 
determinations  made  according  to  the  problems  present".   It  is 
possible  that  these  reservoirs  and  their  associated  streams  would 
be  fenced  at  a  later  date  if  deemed  necessary. 
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10.  Page  169  (column  2,  paragraph  1)  has  been  reworded  to  reflect  the 
possibility  that  the  reservoirs  on  West  and  Bitter  Creeks  could 
fill  with  sediment  by  the  year  2000  as  a  result  of  continuation  of 
present  grazing  management.   Under  this  alternative  (No  Action) 
there  is  no  plan  to  eliminate  the  damage  to  streambanks  and  ripar- 
ian vegetation  above  these  reservoirs,  and,  therefore,  it  is  not 
addressed  here.   Alternative  C  (DEIS,  page  179)  does,  however, 
address  such  a  plan  and  the  associated  improvements. 

11.  As  is  the  case  with  all  EISs,  a  proposal  (alternative)  is  written 
and  the  impacts  of  such  a  proposal  are  then  assessed.   In  the  case 
of  Brush  Creek,  it  was  certainly  not  the  intention  of  the  Action 
Proposal  to  "sacrifice  this  stream"  or  any  other  stream.   In  the 
course  of  assessing  the  impacts  resulting  from  this  alternative, 
however,  it  was  determined  that  those  range  improvements  designated 
for  the  Brush  Creek  watershed  would  not  be  sufficient  to  abate  the 
declining  riparian  trend.   As  in  the  case  of  West  and  Bitter  Creeks 
(Item  9,  above)  this  declining  trend  would  not  be  allowed  to  con- 
tinue once  the  AMP  for  this  allotment  was  implemented.   If  monitoring 
and  studies  indicated  that  this  assessment  of  continued  decline  in 
the  riparian  zone  was  true,  then  actions  such  as  fencing  or  modi- 
fication of  the  AMP  would  certainly  follow. 

The  elimination  of  the  species  composition  data  for  Brush  Creek  in 
Table  E-2  (DEIS,  pages  309,  310)  appears  to  be  a  typographical 
error  (see  Errata  for  DEIS,  page  309). 

12.  See  Errata  for  DEIS,  pages  137,  188,  200,  316,  and  317  for  clari- 
fication on  status  of  sensitive  plants. 

little  data  is  known,  at  the  present,  about  the  habitat  require- 
ments for  the  sensitive  plant  species  in  the  EIS  area.   Additional 
data  will  be  collected  on  their  habitat  requirements  and  extent 
which  will  be  considered  in  the  site  specific  environmental  assess- 
ment of  the  grazing  systems  and  range  improvements  to  be  developed 
(DEIS,  page  10) . 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL   CONSERVATION    SERVICE 


P.O.    Box   17107,    Denver,    CO  S0217 


April    30,    1980 


Dale   Andrus 

State   Director 

Bureau   of   Land   Management 

Room    700. 

Colorado  State  Bank  Bldg 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  CO  80202 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus : 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  White 
River  Resource  Area  Management  Plan. 

The  BLM  should  be  complimented  for  an  excellent  action  plan  and  a  quality 
EIS  that  fairly  states  the  environmental  impacts  of  logical  alternatives. 

We  are  completely  in  accord  with  the  proposed  management  techniques  stated 
in  the  EIS  and  agree  that  this  course  of  action  will  result  in  long  term 
benefits  to  the  land  and  related  resources. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


{ylLr*-' 


J-J^ 


aZ£^ 


Sheldon   G.    Boone 
State   Conservationist 

cc:       Horman    Berg,    Administrator,    SCS,    Washington  D.C. 

Director,    Environmental     Services    Division,    SCS,    Washington   D.C. 
Kenneth    L    Williams,    Director,    WTSC,    SCS,    Portland,    Oregon 
OT-fice    of    Environmental    Review,    EPA,    Washington    D.C. 
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Memorandum 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LASD  MANAGEMENT 


District  Manager,   Craig 
District  Manager,   Vernal 


Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  for  White 
River  Resource  Area   Grazing  Management  Program 


1/92 
U-820 


Date:     JUFIC    16,     1980 
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The  Vernal  District  feels  that  there  is  a  significant  deficiency  in 
the  White  River  Grazing  DEIS.  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  the  fact 
that  there  are  seven  allotments  along  the  Utah-Colorado  border  tnat 
are  jointly  managed  by  the  Vernal  District  (Utah)  of  BLH  and  the 
Craig  District  (Colorado)  of  BLM. 

The  Craig  District  manages  the  following  two  allotments  which  extend 
into  Utah: 

6307  K  Ranch  Allotment  -  4363  acres  in  Utah  with  estimated 
carrying  capacity  of  238  AUM's. 

6357  Evacuation  Creek  (Davis  Canyon)  Allotment  -  5075  acres 
in  Utah  with  estimated  carrying  capacity  of  334  AUM's. 

Since  the  Craig  District, White  River  Resource  Area  has  management 
responsibility  for  grazing  on  these  lands  in  Utah,  we  feel  that  these 
lands  should  also  be  addressed  in  the  White  River  Grazing  EIS. 

The  Vernal  District  manages  the  following  five  allotments  which 
extend  into  Colorado: 

6358  Bitter  Creek  Allotment  -  8148  acres  in  Colorado  with  an 
estimated  carrying  capacity  of  1374  AUM's. 

6353  Park  Canyon  Allotment  -  7295  acres  in  Colorado  with  an 
estimated  carrying  capacity  of  1068  AUM's 

6344  Weaver  Draw  Allotment  -  1905  acres  in  Colorado  with  an 
estimated  carrying  capacity  of  66  AUM's. 

6311  Stateline  Allotment  -  3310  acres  in  Colorado  with  an  esti- 
mated carrying  capacity  of  425  AUM's. 

6310  Bonanza  Allotment  -  1549  acres  in  Colorado  with  an  esti- 
mated carrying  capacity  of  122  AUM's. 

Grazing  on  these  lands  is  managed  by  the  Vernal  District  and  we 
therefore  feel  that  these  allotments  should  be  dropped  from  the  White 
River  Grazing  EIS.  We  propose  that  these  allotments  be  included  in 
the  Bookcliffs  Grazing  (RMP)  EIS  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  1984. 


DSC-1541-2 
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The  grazing  management  responsibilities  described  above  have  been  in 
effect  since  1975  by  Interdistrict  Agreement  signed  by  both  District 
Managers  and  State  Directors.  The  Three  Corners  Grazing  EIS  (Utah) 
omitted  an  allotment  (Brown's  Park)  in  Utah  which  was  managed  by  the 
Craig  District  and  included  an  allotment  (Diamond  Mountain)  in  Colo- 
rado which  was  managed  by  the  Vernal  District.  We  feel  that  the 
precedent  established  in  the  Three  Corners  Grazing  EIS  and  the  exis- 
ting management  responsibilities  agreed  upon  by  Interdistrict  Agree- 
ment would  make  for  a  more  workable  Grazing  EIS  than  the  present 
White  River  Grazing  DEIS  which  splits  seven  existing  allotments  along 
an  arbitrary  line  (Utah-Colorado  State  Line)  and  does  not  reflect 
existing  management  practices.  We,  therefore,  recommend  that  the 
final  EIS  for  the  White  River  Grazing  Program  follow  allotment  boun- 
daries rather  than  splitting  existing  allotments.  The  K  Ranch  and 
Evacuation  Creek  Allotments  should  include  those  areas  in  Utah  in 
addition  to  the  Colorado  portions  and  those  portions  of  the  Bitter 
Creek,  Park  Canyon,  Weaver  Draw,  Stateline,  Bonanza  Allotments  in 
Colorado  should  be  dropped  from  the  White  River  Grazing  EIS. 


^J^^<^^^ 
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Response  Co  Comment  Letter  4 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Utah 


Early  in  the  development  of  the  White  River  Grazing  EIS,  instructions 
were  given  to  include  only  those  areas  occurring  within  the  legal 
boundaries  of  the  White  River  Resource  Area.   This  is  why  the 
allotments  in  question  are  presented  as  they  are. 

The  increase  in  acres  and  AUl-ls  contributed  by  the  two  allotments 
administered  by  the  Craig  District,  however,  have  been  added  In  the 
Errata  section  for  page  6  and  text  changes  have  been  made  in  the 
Final  EIS.   It  is  recognized  that  the  five  allotments  administered 
by  Utah  will  be  covered  in  the  Bookcliffs  RMP  (EIS)  in  1984  but  are 
not  excluded  from  the  Final  White  River  Grazing  EIS.   Dropping 
these  five  allotments  from  the  EIS  would  have  no  significant  affect 
on  overall  assessment  results  but  would  require  extensive,  time 
consuming,  revision  of  tabulations  throughout  the  EIS. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

ARKA  OFFICE     COLORADO-UTAH 

1311  TKnEHALlU'ILl/iNG 

123  SOUTH  STATF.  STREET 

SALT  I.AKE  CITY.  ITAK     S-MUS 

June  12,  1980 


TO:      District  Manager,  Bureau  of  land  Management 
Craig  District  Office 
P.O.  Box  248 
Craig,  Colorado  81625 

FROM:     Robert  H.  Shields,  Area  Manager 
O.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Salt  take  City,  Utah  84138 

SUBJECT:  Review  Comments  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  and  offer  tlia  following  comments  and  recom- 
mendations. 

General  Comments 


Mule  Deer 

The  Piceance  Basin  mule  deer  herd   is   recognized  as  the  largest  mule  deer 
herd   in  North  America   (page  67,   paragraph  9)   and  is  a  tremendous   natural 
resource   for  the  people  of  Colorado.     Public  lands   provide  75-80  percent 
of  this  herd's  winter  and  critical   winter  range  needs   (page  67,   paragraph 
10)  which,  in  nearly  all   cases,   is  the  limiting  factor  keeping  a  deer 
population   from  increasing  ad   infinitum. 

These  traditional   winter  ranges  have  evolved  over  time  because  of   their 
ability  to  serve  the  food  and  cover  needs   of  deer.     Winter  ranges  must 
remain  healthy  and  productive  if  a  deer  herd   is  to  remain  healthy  and 
productive  over  time. 

To  determine  independently  how  we  believe  the  Piceance  deer  herd  would 
fare   under  the  proposed  grazing   proposal,   six  critical    deer  winter  areas 
were   located  generally  by  township(s)   on  Hap  3-6,   Mule  Deer  Distribution, 
Habitat   Conditions   and  Seasonal,   and  then  a  determination  tfas   made  on 
what  allotments  they  were  in  from  the  supplemental   maps.    .We  then  compared 
best   known  management  practices  for  deer  winter  range  management  with 
the  proposed  grazing  management   regimes  for  these  allotments.     Grazing 
use  and  rest  periods  were  taken  from  Table  B-l,    Proposed  Allocation  and 
Grazing  Management  Alternative  A  -  Action  Proposal    for  comparison  with 
recognized  best   practices   deer  winter  range  management  recommendations. 
We  summarized  parts   of  Table  B-l   in  the  accompanying  table  which  shows 
public   land  ownership  vs.    other  land  ownerships,   vegetative  rest   and  use 
periods,   and  short  term  and  long  term  forage  allocations  to  de^r  and 
livestock   (Table   1).      No  other  wildlife  species  were  considered  in  this 
analysis  because  of  the  high   importance  of  this  deer  herd  to  the  State 
of  Colorado. 
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This  comparative  analysis  led  us  to  conclude  that  the  best  grazing 
management  program  for  winter  deer  range  was  not  being  proposed  for  the 
following  reasons:  (1)  livestock  and  deer  would  compete  for  available 
forage;  (2)  livestock  grazing  rest  periods  do  not  follow  deer  winter 
range  management  recommendations  found  in  the  reference  literature  much 
of  which  was  cited  in  the  environmental  statement,  and  (3)  proposed 
long  term  forage  allocations  for  livestock  is  proportionally  greater 
than  for  deer. 

Livestock  grazing  would  be  allowed  on  all  the  allotments  with  extensive 
critical  deer  winter  range  from  May  or  June  through  mid  December  or 
later.  This  period  coincides  with  the  lessening  palatability  of  curing 
grasses  and  the  increasing  palatability  of  the  new  shrub  growth  to 
livestock.  This  would  result  in  heavy  livestock  use  of  the  growing 
winter  deer  browse.  Continued  livestock  use  of  shrub  forage  would 
continue  into  winter  as  other  available  forage  is  used.  This  type  of 
livestock  use  would  decrease  the  amount  of  forage  deer  would  have  for 
their  winter  needs. 

Tivestock  grazing  rest  periods  on  all  the  allotments  having  extensive 
critical  deer  winter  range  is  proposed  for  mid  March  through  late  June. 
Recommendations  made  for  best  deer  winter  range  management  from  studies 
made  by  Jensen,  et.  al.  (1972),  Smith  et.  al  (1979)  and  others  recommend 
grazing  livestock  on  deer  winter  range  from  spring  greenup  until  July  1. 
This  timing  reduces  grass  competition  with  forbs  and  shrubs,  reserves 
new  browse  growth  for  deer  and  removes  cured  grass  cover  so  fall  grass 
greenup  would  be  more  readily  available  for  deer.  Smith,  et.  al  (1979) 
found  sheep  and  deer  timely  pastured  could  increase  animal  production 
per  unit  of  land  under  dual  grazing.  Their  recommended  livestock  -  wildlife 
grazing  programs  for  deer  winter  ranges  promises  better  multiple  use 
outputs  than  your  single  purpose  action  proposal. 

['Forage  allocations  during  implementations  of  the  proposed  action  (short 
term)  allows  about  a  50-50  forage  allocation  between  deer  and  livestock 
on  the  selected  allotments  with  critical  deer  winter  ranges.  Upon  full 
implementation  (long  term)  livestock  allocations  would  be  increased  to 
54  percent  of  the  forage  while  deer  would  receive  only  46  percent. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommends  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
reconsider  range  management  alternatives  for  prime  deer  winter  ranges  in 
the  white  River  Resource  Area.  None  of  the  proposed  alternatives  follow 
recommendations  for  best  management  practices  on  deer  winter  ranges  for 
livestock-deer  use.  We  recommend  livestock  grazing  be  permitted  from 
spring  greenup  to  July  1.  We  believe  this  would  improve  the  quantity 
and  quality  of  the  deer  winter  forage,  reduce  livestock-deer  competition, 
and  increase  total  animal  use  per  unit  area. 
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Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitats 


Nothing  of  consequence  is  proposed  under  the  selected  alternative  to 
protect  or  improve  riparian  or  aquatic  habitats  except  fencing  Trappers 
Lake  and  Soldier  Creek  to  protect  Colorado  River  cutthroat  habitat. 
Studies  on  various  rest-rotatjon  schemes  have  failed  to  show  significant 
improvements  in  riparian  or  aquatic  habitats.  To  date  only  total  exclusion 
of  livestock  has  proven  effective  in  restoring  aquatic  habitats  to 
productive  game  fish  waters  and  even  then  short  term  trespass  was  found 
to  negate  four  years  improvement  (Duff,  1977). 

According  to  a  report,  Survey  of  riparian  and  aquatic  communities  and 
collection  of  water  flow  data  within  the  Piceance  Basin  wildlife 


I 


habitat  area  and  portions  of  the  White  River  and  Roan  Creek  Drainage 
(Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  1977.),  funded  by  BLM  with  Sikes  Act 
money,  found  all  riparian  habitats  to  be  in  poor  or  fair  condition  and 
that  many  had  potential  for  improved  aquatic  habitat.  Riparian  habitat 
trends  were  found  to  be  stable  or  declining  and  none  improving.  Fish 
and  water  oriented  wildlife  could  be  enhanced  by  following  recommended 
actions  in  the  report. 

The  preferred  alternative  does  not  comply  with  BLM's  Wetland-Riparian 
Area  Protection  and  Management  Guidelines  implementing  Executive  Order 
11990  (Federal  Register,  Vol.  45,  No.  25,  7889-7895).  These  guidelines 
are  intended  to  improve  protection  and  management  of  wetlands  and  riparian 
areas  on  BLM  administered  lands. 

The  FWS  recommends  management  plans  for  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  be 
amended  and  implement  a  monitoring  system  to  assure  improvement  in 
these  important  habitats  in  accordance  with  various  laws,  directives, 
and  guidelines. 

Sage  Grouse 

''An  examination  of  all  proposed  sagebrush  control  programs  should  be 
proceeded  by  an  intensive  sage  grouse  use  survey.  Guidelines  for  manage- 
ment of  sage  grouse  habitat  should  follow  those  formulated  by  Call 
(1979)  and/or  Braun,  Britt  and  Wallestad  (1977). 

Specific  Comments 

'Page  v,  paragraph  5,  states,  "...and  241,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat 
would  be  designated  for  improvement  through  improved  livestock  grazing 
management."  This  statement  is  not  supported  in  the  text  nor  is  there 
documented  evidence  that  this  can  be  done  under  the  proposed  action. 
What  documentation  do  you  have  to  support  this  statement?  There  is  no 
quantification  of  sage  grouse  habitat  in  the  resource  area  (page  72). 
How  much  sage  grouse  habitat  is  there  in  the  resource  area?  How  did  you 
arrive  at  a  figure  of  241,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat  that  would  be 
improved? 
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Page  27,  paragraph  12  continuing  on  page  31  states,  "...and  sage  grouse 
would  be  considered  in  all  treatments."  What  guidelines  would  be  followed 
to  protect  and  improve  sage  grouse  habitat?  Nothing  is  referenced  nor 
is  anything  proposed  in  Appendix  A,  page  232-233  on  sagebrush/mountain 
brush  treatment  methods  that  provide  protection  for  sage  grouse  habitat. 

Page  144,  Environmental  Consequences  on  Sage  Grouse.  The  conclusions 
drawn  in  this  section  cannot  be  supported  and  considerable  revision  is 
needed.  Conclusions  on  the  impacts  must  be  supported  by  some  recognized 
sage  grouse  habitat  management  guidelines  if  they  are  to  be  valid. 
Other  points  that  need  to  be  'answered  are':  How  would  sage  grouse  habitat 
be  improved  if  there  is  a  lack  of  specific  information  on  seasonal 
movements  and  activity  use  areas  (page  144,  paragraph  4  under  Impacts  on 
Sage  Grouse)?  How  can  winter,  nesting  and  breeding  habitat  be  improved 
if  it  is  not  provided  for  on  each  treated  site  (page  144,  paragraph  4 
under  Impacts  on  Sage  Grouse)?  What  evidence  exists  to  support  the 
statement,  "...where  winter  range  overlaps  brood  range,  small  created 
openings  could  benefit  brood  range....",  (page  144,  paragraph  4  under 
Impacts  on  sage  grouse)?  Paragraph  5,  page  144  implies  the  kill  of  sagebrush 
can  be  controlled  to  give  a  predetermined  percent  sage  brush  stand. 
What  evidence  is  there  to  support  this? 

Paragraph  6  under  Impacts  on  Sage  Grouse  is  based  on  "ifs."  How  will 
sage  grouse  habitat  be  affected  under  the  proposal?  How  would  the 
percent  kill  of  sagebrush  be  controlled?  Would  it  be  based  on  averages, 
a  total  kill  in  one  block  area  and  other  black  stands  left  untreated 
in  others?  If  so,  what  guarantees  the  untreated  stands  have  sage  grouse 
habitat  values? 

In  conclusion,  we  know  of  little  from  the  literature  or  from  experience 
that  supports  your  conclusions  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  on 
sage  grouse  and  recommend  a  total  revision. 

Page  1,  Section  1,  Purpose  and  Need  for  the  Action.  This  section  should 
include  Executive  Order  11990  which  provides  for  the  protection  and 
improvement  of  riparian  and  wetlands  habitats.  {See  BLH  guidelines, 
Federal  Register  Vol.  45,  No.  25,  7889-7895). 

Page  4,  Table  2-1,  under  MFP  11,  Multiple  use  recommendations  across 
from  4S.  We  recommend  adding,  providing  a  ground  level  water  source 
for  small  mammals  and  pre-fledged  birds  (ie.  sage  grouse  chicks).  See 
our  comments  on  Water  Developments. 

'Page  35,  paragraph  4  states,  "Aquatic  life,  in  general,  would  be  enhanced 
through  the  long  term  on  all  78  perennial  streams..."  This  comment 
cannot  be  supported  under  Alternative  A.  See  our  general  comments  on 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat. 
-^ 

'Page  35,  Recreation.   If  aquatic  habitat  would  be  improved  {page  35, 
Aquatic  Wildlife)  why  wouldn't  fishing  recreation  be  increased?  If  sage 
grouse  habitats  and  populations  would  be  improved  {page  35,  Wildlife) 
why  wouldn't  bird  hunting  recreation  be  increased? 
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'Page  39,   Action  Proposal    (Alternative  A)  your  statement,   "Habitat  conditions 
for  sage  grouse  would   improve,   along  with  aquatic  and  riparian  habitats 

conditons, "   needs   revising.      The  proposed  action  (Alternative  A)   does 

not   propose  actions  to  cause  this  to  happen   (see  previous  comments). 

Page   134,    Impacts  on  Riparian  Vegetation.     Research  on  livestock  -  riparian 
habitat   relationships  does   not   support   improved  conditions  unless  grazing 
is   excluded  or  nearly  so.      In  the   local   western  vernacular,   it's  often 
said,    "Cows  "will    stand  on  water  and   starve  to  death  unless  you  move  them 
out  every  day."     We   recommend  you   reconsider  a  new  riparian  management 
program  or  reanalyze  the  proposed  action's   impacts.  ■ 

Page  135,   Table  4-5.     Predicting   improved  riparian  vegetation  cannot  be 
supported  by  the  proposed   action   (see  previous  comments). 

''Page   147.      Impacts   on  Aquatic  Wildlife  and   Impacts  on  Fish.     These 
improvements   cannot   occur  under  the   proposed  action  Duff   (1977),   Armour 
(1977)   Kimbal    and  Savage   {1977)   and  others.     The  first  paragraph  under 
Impacts   on  Aquatic  Wildlife   is  contradicted  by  the  last  three  paragraphs 
in  the  same  section. 

\^ 

''Page  231,  Appendix  A,  Water  Developments.  The  FWS  supports  livestock  - 
wildlife  water  developments  but  recommends  ground  level  water  sources  be 
provided  at  all  tanks  and  troughs  for  pre-fledged  birds  (sage  grouse 
chicks)  and  small  mammals.  We  also  recommend  that  when  springs  or  seeps 
are  improved  and  collected  for  piping  off  site,  some  water  should  be 
left  available  at  the  spring  or  seep  for  those  wildlife  populations 
depending  on  it. 

"Endangered  Species 


We  noted  in  the  draft  that  livestock  grazing  may  affect  threatened  and 
endangered  plants.   We  also  noted  a  4%  reduction  of  water  flows  in  the 
White  River  because  of  improved  soil  and  vegetative  conditions  but  yet 
no  mention  of  this  impact  to  the  endangered  fishes  is  made  in  the  draft. 
In  light  of  these  statements  in  the  draft,  we  request  that  you  either 
clearly  demonstrate  that  no  impacts  on  these  threatened  or  endangered 
species  or  request  Section  7  Consultation. 
v_ 

We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  your  draft 
environmental  statement. 


^  JJzJld*"- 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  5 

United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


As  described  in  the  DEIS,  Appendix  C  (pages  279-287),  forage  com- 
petition between  mule  deer  and  livestock  was  reduced  to  the  extent 
possible,  based  on  Information  available  at  that  time,  through  the 
allocation  process.   All  competitive  forage  was  allocated  to  big 
game. 

It  is  evident,  in  comparing  Maps  3-6  and  3-14,  that  critical  winter 
ranges  are  not  proposed  to  be  grazed  continuously  by  livestock 
throughout  the  grazing  season  (from  May  through  December  or  later) 
(DEIS,  page  9).   Livestock  would  move  out  of  these  low  elevation 
critical  winter  ranges  in  raid  to  late  spring,  to  higher  elevations, 
in  response  to  plant  phenological  development  and  water  availability. 
Thus,  livestock  use  on  critical  winter  ranges  would  occur  only 
during  the  spring,  fall,  and  winter  periods.   On  these  allotments, 
spring  use  would  be  significantly  greater  than  late  season  use 
because  the  majority  of  livestock  are  taken  off  public  lands  In  the 
fall  and  wintered  on  private  meadows  and  fed  hay. 

The  most  important  factor  to  consider  is  that  grazing  systems 
proposed  as  a  part  of"  AMP  development  would  be  subject  to  site 
specific  environmental  assessments  (EAs)  prior  to  implementation 
(DEIS,  page  10),  and  long  term  rangeland  condition,  trend,  and 
utilization  monitoring  studies  after  implementation  (DEIS,  pages  9, 
125).   It  is  recognized  that  residual  conflicts  would  remain  (DEIS, 
page  138)  but  these  would  be  identified  through  the  monitoring 
studies,  which  would  recommend  adjustments  in  the  grazing  systems 
or  stocking  rates  (DEIS,  pages  9,  138). 

Livestock  rest  periods  were  designed  to  improve  watershed  condi- 
tions, vegetation  condition  and  trend,  sage  grouse,  small  and 
nongarae  habitat  values,  as  well  as  big  game  and  livestock  forage 
conditions.   Primary  emphasis  was  given  to  improving  watershed 
conditions,  considering  that  soils  are  the  most  important  resource, 
upon  which  all  ecosystem  functioning  depends. 

The  two  references  mentioned  in  the  comments  (Jensen  et  al.  1972, 
Smith  et  al.  1979)  primarily  concerned  sheep  grazing  on  deer  winter 
range,  and  as  such,  caution  should  be  used  in  applying  their  recom- 
mendations on  cattle  allotments.   The  concept  of  using  cattle  or 
sheep  to  reduce  competition  between  the  grass  and  forb-shrub  com- 
ponents is  not  entirely  applicable  to  che  plant  communities  found 
on  deer  winter  ranges  in  the  EIS  area.   The  low  elevation  sagebrush 
stands  on  these  winter  ranges  typically  do  not  contain  appreciable 
desirable  browse  production.   Given  che  low  palatability  of  sage- 
brush, especially  in  the  spring,  and  virtually  no  desirable  shrub 
production;  grasses  and  forbs  constitute  the  only  available  palatable 


forage  and  are  selectively  grazed.   Since  spring  is  the  most  detri- 
mental period  of  grazing  in  terms  of  plant  physiological  require- 
ments, continuous  spring  use  tends  to  deplete  understory  production 
and  effect  increases  in  sagebrush  density.   This  has  historically 
occurred  throughout  the  spring-fall  range  in  the  EIS  area  and  has 
led  to  widespread  poor  rangeland  conditions  for  both  deer  and 
livestock.   Recent  literature  (DEIS,  page  138)  indicates  that 
grasses  and  forbs  may  be  significantly  more  important  to  deer 
winter  nutrition  than  has  been  recognized  in  the  past,  and  that  the 
ability  of  mule  deer  to  consume  sagebrush  is  limited.   Thus,  a 
winter  range  dominated  by  sagebrush  with  little  else  available 
would  characterize  poor  condition  habitat  (Robinette  1952,  Dietz  et 
al.  1962,  Beetle  1974). 

In  low  elevation  pinyon-juniper  stands,  which  constitute  the  other 
dominant  plant  community  on  deer  winter  ranges  in  the  EIS  area, 
spring  livestock  use  would  have  no  affect  on  shifts  in  dominance 
among  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs.   Pinyon-juniper  typically  occupies 
shallow,  rocky  soils  which  are  not  conducive  to  grass-forb  pro- 
duction.  Understory  plants  are  very  widely  spaced  with  shrub 
production  dominating  understory  biomass.   Site  aridity  determines 
understory  plant  composition,  rather  than  competitive  interactions 
among  grass-f orb-shrub  components  influenced  by  herbivore  grazing 
pressure. 

On  sices  where  pinyon-juniper  occurs  on  deeper  soils,  the  allelo- 
pathic  effects  of  tree  litter  and  soil  moisture  stress  imposed  by 
large,  shallow  root  systems  of  trees,  serves  to  maintain  similar 
understory  conditions  as  those  found  on  sites  with  shallow,  rocky 
soils. 

In  conclusion,  livestock  management ,  either  as  proposed  in  the  DEIS 
or  as  recommended  in  the  comments,  would  not  affect  forb-browse 
successional  trends  in  pinyon-juniper  winter  ranges.   In  monotypic 
sagebrush  stands,  the  only  potential  for  improving  deer  habitat 
qualicy  is  by  increasing  grass-forb  production.   This  is  what  is 
proposed  in  the  DEIS  and  it  would  have  a  positive  influence  on  deer 
winter  nutrition. 

See  response  to  comment  E  of  Comment  Letter  12  (Colorado  DOW)  for 
more  discussion  related  to  proposed  livestock  spring  rest  periods. 

The  long  term  deer  allocation  was  not  increased  as  much  as  live- 
stock because  of  the  limited  potential  for  increasing  desirable 
browse  production  through  either  grazing  management  or  vegetation 
manipulations.   For  the  purposes  of  the  long  term  allocation,  all 
winter  ranges  in  the  EIS  area  were  analyzed  for  their  potential  for 
improvement,  based  on  existing  habitat  conditions,  as  described  by 
Colorado  DOW  and  BLM  browse  surveys.   Analysis  of  this  data,  in 
light  of  what  was  proposed  under  the  action  proposal,  produced  an 
estimated  11  percent  potential  increase  in  winter  range  carrying 
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capacities.   This  was  based  on  estimated  increases  in  browse  pro- 
duction resulting  from  vegetation  manipulations  and  improved  grazing 
management.   In  effect,  noncompetitive  deer  forage  (primarily 
browse)  availability  limited  the  degree  to  which  deer  carrying 
capacities  could  be  increased,  regardless  of  the  livestock  alloca- 
tion (DEIS,  Table  4-6,  page  139,  and  Appendix  C,  pages  286  and 
287). 

D.  See  response  to  comment  H  above. 

E.  We  feel  that  the  statement  "nothing  of  consequence  is  proposed 
under  the  selected  alternative  to  protect  or  improve  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitats"  is  not  true.   The  projects  on  Lake  and  Soldier 
Creeks  will  enhance  riparian  zones  and  improve  the  aquatic  habitat 
for  the  Colorado  cutthroat  trout  populations. 

It  is  acknowledged  that  total  exclusion  is  the  most  effective 
measure  in  restoring  aquatic  habitats  to  productive  game  fish 
waters,  and  should  be  implemented  along  streams  that  exhibit  the 
potential  to  provide  a  viable  fishery,  or  a  critical  resource  such 
as  the  Colorado  cutthroat  trout  populations  in  Lake,  Soldier,  and 
Trappers  Creeks.   It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  most  streams  in 
the  EIS  area  do  not  meet  these  requirements,  but  every  stream 
within  the  area  will  be  evaluated  during  development  of  allotment 
management  plans.   Monitoring  studies  would  be  established  along 
riparian  zones  so  as  to  assess  the  effects  of  improved  livestock 
management.   Those  riparian  zones  and  aquatic  habitats  not  responding 
to  improved  management  would  be  reevaluated  and  a  determination  as 
to  the  need  for  protection  made  at  that  time. 

The  problem  that  both  fishery  biologists  and  range  managers  face, 
is  the  lack  of  scientific  study  into  the  cause  and  effect  relation- 
ships of  the  various  grazing  management  plans  and  their  impacts  on 
aquatic  and  riparian  habitats.   The  preponderance  of  research  to 
date  deals  primarily  with  only  two  treatments:   grazing  and  exclu- 
sion.  Even  though  these  studies  have  concluded  that  grazing  does 
cause  damage  in  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat,  they  do  not  answer 
many  questions  that  must  be  answered  before  a  single  grazing 
scheme  can  be  criticized.   For  example,  Duff  (1977)  found  that  a 
short  term  trespass  of  livestock  had  negated  four  years  of  improve- 
ment, however,  he  did  not  state  what  the  intensity  of  grazing 
pressure  was  during  this  six  week  period.   It  would  hardly  be  fair 
to  conclude  from  this,  that  any  amount  of  grazing  would  be  detri- 
mental, or  that  total  exclusion  is  the  only  answer,   In  Proceedings 
of  the  Symposium,  Strategies  for  Protection  and  Management  of 
Floodplalns,  Wetlands,  and  Other  Riparian  Ecosystems  (1978),  Behnke 
and  Raleigh  state,  "In  areas  where  forage  and  water  are  well  dis- 
persed throughout  the  watershed  and  grazing  intensity  is  well 
managed,  livestock  grazing  is  not  harmful  and  can  even  be  bene- 
ficial to  certain  fishery  and  wildlife  values."  They  further 
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state,  "fencing  of  streams  Is  an  effective  means  of  restoring 
damaged  riparian/ stream  ecosystems  but  is  not  a  panacea  for  all  our 
range  problems  or  the  only  management  tool  to  protect  valuable 
riparian/stream  ecosystems".   Several  workshops  and  symposia  have 
debated  and  discussed  this  issue  and  almost  all  have  concluded  that 
more  research  is  needed  in  this  area.   Most  of  these  symposia  have 
agreed  that  all  range  management  plans  should  incorporate  measures 
to  protect,  restore,  and  enhance  aquatic  and  riparian  habitats. 
Those  measures  which  have  been  Included  In  Alternative  A  are  as 
follows : 

1.  The  AHPs  would  call  for  scheduled  spring  rest  periods,  which 
should  prove  beneficial  to  certain  riparian  plant  species. 

2.  The  construction  of  additional  water  facilities  and  vegetation 
treatments  to  provide  additional  forage  should  remove  consid- 
erable grazing  pressure  from  riparian  zones  by  providing  for 
more  even  livestock  distribution. 

3.  The  reduction  in  livestock  numbers  would  also  provide  relief 
from  grazing  pressure  in  riparian  areas. 

4.  Areas  that  are  scheduled  to  undergo  vegetation  treatments 
would  receive  a  complete  rest  from  grazing  for  two  years. 
Those  riparian  zones  adjacent  to  these  areas  will  also  be 
rested. 

While  it  is  true  that  "fish  and  water  oriented  wildlife  could  be 
enhanced  by  following  recommended  actions",  in  Survey  of  riparian 

and  aquatic  communities  and  collection  of  water  flow  data  within 
the  Piceance  Basin  wildlife  habitat  area  and  portions  of  the  White 
River  and  Roan  Creek  Drainage  (Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  1977), 
it  is  equally  true  that  these  same  values  would  be  enhanced  by 
implementing  the  above  listed  measures. 


In  fact,  some  of  the  recommended  measures  in  this  document  such  as 
developing  and  fencing  springs  and  installing  troughs  and  tanks  for 
cattle  watering  away  from  these  springs  were  incorporated  in  Alter- 
natives A,  D,  E,  and  F.   Other  recommendations  in  this  survey  which 
include  the  construction  of  fishery  reservoirs  and  stocking  of 
trout  in  certain  stream  segments  are  certainly  worthy  of  consider- 
ation, however,  these  are  not  considered  within  the  scope  of  this 
EIS.   Additionally,  the  planting  of  willows  and  grasses  along 
degraded  stream  segments  would  not  be  worthwhile  until 'the  allot- 
ment management  plans  (AMPs)  and  range  improvements  have  been 
implemented  and  evaluated. 


When  each  AMP  Is  implemented  then  monitoring  and  study  pro; 
(DEIS,  page  9)  will  be  initiated  to  determine  if  these  resource 
values  are  being  protected  and  enhanced.  If  it  is  determined  that 
this  is  not  the  case,  then  actions  would  be  taken  to  modify  the  AMP 
or  possibly  fence  these  riparian  zones  to  exclude  grazing.   The 
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Step  II  multiple  use  recommendation  concerning  this  issue  (WF-1,1 
of  the  WRRA  MFP)  states  that  "the  fencing  of  other  riparian  zones" 
(other  than  Lake,  Soldier,  or  Trappers  Creeks)  "will  be  evaluated 
on  a  case  by  case  basis  and  determination  made  according  to  the 
problems  present." 

The  statement  that  "the  preferred  alternative  does  not  comply  with 
BLM's  Wetland-Riparian  Area  Protection  and  Management  Guidelines 
implementing  Executive  Order  11990"  is  in  error.   The  intent  of 
this  Executive  Order  is  to  prevent  further  degradation  of  this 
resource,  which  is  also  the  intent  of  the  "Guidelines".   Degrada- 
tion is  expected  to  occur  only  along  Brush  Creek  if  the  preferred 
alternative  is  implemented.   If  monitoring  and  study  (as  stated 
above)  reveals  this  to  be  true,  measures  such  as  fencing  or  AMP 
modification  would  occur  to  prevent  degradation  of  this  riparian 
zone.   In  this  way,  the  intent  of  the  "Executive  Order"  and  "Guide- 
lines" will  be  fulfilled. 

In  conclusion,  we  feel  that  several  of  the  proposed  projects, 
springs,  wells  and  spring  rest,  will  improve  existing  riparian 
zones.   The  Lake  and  Soldier  Creek  projects  will  greatly  improve 
the  aquatic  and  riparian  systems  of  these  two  streams.   The  MFP 
decision  to  evaluate  every  riparian  zone  and  aquatic  community  on  a 
site  by  site  basis  and  propose  protective  measures  will  help  stop 
the  deterioration  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats.   The  two  year 
rest  from  livestock  use  on  proposed  vegetation  manipulations  will 
improve  riparian  habitats.   Although  these  proposals  will  not 
result  in  excellent  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  in  the  EIS  area, 
they  will  enhance  some  and  maintain  others. 

F.  A  comprehensive  study  was  conducted  in  Piceance  Basin  during  1976 
and  1977  by  the  Colorado  DOW  (Krager  1977).   This  study  will  be 
supplemented  with  site  specific  environmental  assessments  (EAs)  on 
all  proposed  vegetation  manipulations  in  the  EIS  area  (DEIS,  pages 
10,  27,  31).   In  addition,  proposed  treatment  sites  will  be  evalu- 
ated in  cooperation  with  the  DOW,  in  order  to  benefit  from  their 
expertise  in  formulating  treatment  methods  and  appropriate  miti- 
gations according  to  critical  sage  grouse  habitat  values.   BLM 
management  guidelines  for  sage  grouse  habitats  were  issued  under 
BLM  Colorado  State  Office  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  CO  77-338.   In 
brief,  this  memorandum  adopted  the  management  guidelines  set  forth 
by  Braun  et  al.  1977.   Appendix  A,  page  234,  (DEIS)  provides  design 
restrictions  on  vegetation  manipulations  which  would  ensure  the 
protection  of  sage  grouse  habitat  values, 

G.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  revised,  incorporating  suggestions  in  this 
comment. 

H.    Refer  to  response  to  comment  F  above. 

I.    The  conclusions  on  impacts  to  sage  grouse  are  supported  by  the 

management  recommendations  in  Braun  et  al.  1977,  Call  1979,  as  well 
as  by  numerous  other  literature  sources.  Sage  grouse  habitat  would 
improve  as  discussed  in  the  DEIS,  page  144,  paragraphs  6,  7,  and 
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12.   The  current  lack  of  specific  information  on  seasonal  movements 
and  use  areas  would  be  mitigated  by  conducting  site  specific  studies 
as  discussed  under  response  F.   The  literature  references  listed 
above  provide  habitat  indicators  for  determining  activity  use 
areas,   Proposed  site  specific  analysis  (DEIS,  pages  L0,  27,  31, 
234)  would  reveal  which  life  function  requirements  of  sage  grouse 
would  be  most  important  on  each  site  proposed  for  treatment.   The 
findings  of  these  analyses  would  determine  appropriate  mitigations 
and-  manipulative  methods. 

Also,  see  changes  in  the  Final  EIS,  which  have  incorporated  portions 
of  this  comment. 

In  summary,  we  feel  that  our  conclusions  on  impacts  are  valid, 
based  on  numerous  literature  sources  and  on  field  observations  in 
the  EIS  area. 


See  Errata  for  DEIS  page  1. 


K.   Wildlife  water  needs  would  be  provided  and  designed  to  accommodate 
expected  needs  for  of  the  animals  using  each  source  (DEIS,  page 
232). 


Refer  to  response  to  comment  E  above. 

Improvements  in  aquatic  habitat  are  not  expected  to  increase  fishing 
recreation  because  of  the  restricted  fish  capacities  of  these 
streams  due  to  stream  size  (DEIS,  page  147). 

Comment  on  sage  grouse  related  recreation  has  been  included  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

Refer  to  the  responses  to  comments  E  and  G  above. 


Upon  reviewing  the  research  of  Duff  (1977)  and  Kimball  and  Savage 
(1977),  it  was  found  that  no  mention  was  made  of  an  evaluation  of 
analysis  of  the  type  of  AMP  set  forth  under  Alternative  A  of  this 
DEIS.   All  of  these  reports  deal  primarily  with  exclusion  of  live- 
stock.  How,  then,  can  these  documents  support  or  deny  the  view 
that  range  improvements  (vegetation  treatments  and  water  facilities), 
spring  rests,  and  livestock  reductions  will  not  lead  to  improved 
riparian  conditions?   These  studies  can  only  conclude  that  exclu- 
sion of  livestock  from  riparian  areas  is  a  method  for  improving 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  conditions.   It  is  not,  however,  the 
only  method  (refer  to  response  for  comment  E  above).   The  work  of 
Armour  (1977)  does  an  excellent  job  of  defining  the  problems  asso- 
ciated with  streams  that  have  deteriorated  because  of  overgrazing, 
however,  he  does  not  put  forth  any  "experimental"  evidence  that 
fencing  is  the  only  solution  to  the  problem.   The  analysis  docu- 
mented in  the  DEIS  does  not  state  that  the  AMPs  of  Alternative  A 
will  equal  total  exclusion  of  livestock  in  repairing  and  improving 
riparian  habitats.   What  it  does  say  is  that  some  modest  improve- 
ment would  occur  as  a  result  of  this  alternative. 
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It  is  agreed  that  the  first  paragraph  under  "Impacts  on  Fish" 
(DEIS,  page  147)  contradicts  the  last  three  paragraphs  in  this 
section.   The  first  paragraph  of  this  section  will  be  changed  in 
the  Final  EIS  as  follows: 

"Impacts  to  fish  habitat  would  result  in  either  improved  or  stabi- 
lized conditions.   In  only  one  case  Is  a  decline  expected  to  con- 
tinue.  Improvements  would  lead  to  Increases  in  riparian  vegetation 
ground  cover,  which  would  enhance  streambank  stability... 

Refer  to  response  to  comment  M  above. 

It  is  believed  that  this  comment  on  "4  percent  reduction  of  water 
flows"  has  been  misunderstood.   In  referring  to  "Impacts  on  Surface 
Hater"  (DEIS,  page  127)  it  is  found  that  this  4  percent  decrease 
refers  to  runoff  from  high  intensity  storms,   In  the  last  sentence 
of  the  second  paragraph  in  this  section  it  is  stated  that  'Runoff 
during  a  normal  year  is  not  expected  to  change  significantly". 
Based  on  this,  it  can  be  inferred  that  no  impacts  would  occur  to 
endangered  fishes  of  the  White  River  as  a  result  of  implementing 
this  alternative. 


ho 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

HERITAGE  CONSERVATION  AND  RECREATION  SERVICE 

MID-CONTINENT  REGION 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  25387 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER.  COLORADO    B02-J5 


MAY  2  0  !38i 


MEMORANDUM 
To: 

From: 
Subject: 


District   Manager,    Bureau   of   Land   Management 
Craig,    Colorado 

Assistant    Regional   Director,    Land   Use   Coordination 

Review   of   Draft    Environmental   Impact    Statement    for   the   Proposed 
White   River   Resource   Area   Grazing  Management  Program,    Colorado 


In    response   to    the   notice    from   the   Colorado   State   Office,   we  have   reviewed 
the    subject   document   and   offer    the    following   conents   for   your   consideration. 

MATT  ON-WIDE    RIVERS    INVENTORY 

The  Nationwide   Rivers   Inventory  is   a   two-phased    screening   process   being  conducted 
bv    the  Heritage   Conservation   and   Recreation   Service    (HCRS)    to   xdentrfy   the   best 
remaining   free-flowing  rivers   in   the  nation   that   may  merit   protection   at   the 
Federal      State,    or    local    level.      Phase  I   of^he   inventory,    focusmg on  streams   or 
Segments   still   in   a   relatively  natural,   undeveloped   condition,    has  been   completed 
nationwxde        Phase   II,    which  will   consider   such   positive    factors   as   recreaUon 
and   wildlife  values,    is   just   being   initiated   in    the   western    regions   of   HCRS, 

^o   streams   in    the  White   River   Resource   Area  were    identified   in  Phase   I   as  meeting 
staMished   criteria-the   North   Fork  White   River    (White   River   to  Source)    and 
,-    futwt-e    River    to    Source).       The    South    Fork   does    not 

the 
appear    to   tra 


the 


the  South  Fork  White  River  (White  River  to  Source)    The  South  Fork  doe 

erse  any  BUI  lands.   The  North  Fork  does  cross  BLH  lands 
area  of  range  allotment  6814. 

the  Heads  of  Departments  or 


President  Carter's  August 
Agencies"  directs  that: 


1979,  "Memorandum  fo 


Each  Federal  agency  shall,  as  part  of  its  normal  planning  and  environmental 
review  process!  take  care  to  avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  effects  on  rivers 
identified  in  the  Nationwide  Inventory  prepared  by  the  Heritage  Conservation 
and  Recreation  Service  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior.   Agencies  shall, 
as  part  of  their  normal  environmental  review  process,  consult  with  the 
Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  prior  to  taking  actions  which 
could  effectively  foreclose  wild,  scenic,  or  recr 
rivers  in  the  Inventory. 


onal  river  status  on 
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District  Manager,  Craig,  Colorado 
Page  2 

Since  lands  managed  by  the  BLH  in  the  watersheds  of  the  North  and  Sooth  Forks 
are  very  limited  in  extent  and  are  located  in  the  lowest  portion  of  the  water- 
sheds, we  do  not  expect  that  the  preferred  grazing  plan  would  have  much  effect 
on  the  quality  of  the  water  of  the  streams.   However,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  manage 
these  lands  in  a  manner  which  will  preserve  the  visual  qualities  of  the  stream 
corridors.   In  addition,  we  suggest  that  the  final  statement  give  recognition 
to  the  status  of  the  North  and  South  Forks  of  the  White  River  and  describe  what 
effects,  if  any,  the  selected  plan  will  have  on  riparian  vegetation  where  the 
North  Fork  crosses  Bill-managed  lands. 


Robert  J.  Arkins 


CO 
CO 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  6 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


BLM  was  unaware  of  the  Phase  I  inventory  on  the  North  and  South 
Forks  oE  the  White  River.  After  reassessment  of  the  impacts  of 
each  alternative,  we  have  concluded  that  the  management  proposed 
under  each  alternative  would  have  no  adverse  effects  which  could 
foreclose 'wild,  scenic,  or  recreational  river  status  on  the  North 
and  South  Forks. 

Grazing  management  under  each  alternative  would  not  increase  forage 
utilization .above  that  presently  utilized  by  livestock  and  wildlife. 
Ho  range  improvements  are  proposed  on  any  BLM  managed  land  within 
the  North  or  South  Fork  corridors.   Riparian  vegetation  on  BLM 
lands  along  the  White  River,  which  includes  BLM  lands  on  the  North 
Fork,  is  in  good  condition  (DEIS,  Appendix  E,  page  310).   Proposed 
management  under  each  alternative  would  not  affect  that  rating 
(DEIS,  Appendix  E,  pages  311  through  315). 


COMMENT  LETTER  7 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PAKK  SERVICE 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

635  ParfeS  Strecl 

P.O.  Box  25287 

Denver,  Colorado     80223 


HAY  1 3  I960 


To:       District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Craig  District  Office, 
Craig,  Colorado 

From:     Associate  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resource  Preservation, 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Subject:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  White  River  Resource  Area 
Grazing  Management  Plan 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  our  memorandum  of  March  13  concerning  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management's  proposed  wilderness  study  areas  in  Colorado.   In  that 
memorandum,  we  suggest  further  consideration  of  certain  intensive  inventory 
areas  adjoining  Dinosaur  National  Monument  as  additional  proposed  wilderness 
study  areas. 

Should  our  recommendations  in  that  memorandum  be  adopted,  the  application 
of  the  action  alternative  to  those  inventory  areas  would  be  altered.   He 

recommend  that  the  final  EIS  address  this  possibility. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER    7 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  7 
National  Park  Service 


The  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  referenced  in  the  March  13  memo- 
randum are  not  within  the  White  River  EIS  Area.   The  EIS  Area 
borders  only  the  south  boundary  of  the  National  Monument.   Proposed 
WSAs  on  the  south  boundary  were  dropped  from  any  further  wilderness 
study  as  agreed  by  the  National  Park  Service  in  the  referenced 
March  13th  memorandum. 
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Ref:     8W-EE 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Craig  District  Office 

P.O.    8ox  248 

455  Emerson  Street 

Craig,  Colorado     81625 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Region  VIII    Office  of  EPA  has   reviewed  the  draft  environmental 
impact   statement  for  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management 
Program.     We  regret   that   these  comments    are  being  sent   after   the   period  of 
review  noted  in  the  cover  letter  witn  this  EIS.     However,    EPA  did  not 
receive  copies   of  this  EIS  until    May  6,    1980. 

The  draft  EIS  is  a  very  thorougn  and  comprehensive  document.  In 
particular  we  are  impressed  with  the  amount  and  organization  of  the  resource 
data  and  the  analytical  work.  EPA  believes  that  this  EIS  adequately  covers 
the  significant  environmental  impacts  and  issues  of  concern.  EPA  supports 
the  effort  by  the  BLM  to  improve  rangeland  conditions  for  livestock  grazing 
and  other  uses.  We  offer  tine  following  issues  for  your  consideration  in  the 
preparation  of  the  final  EIS. 

1)       Herbicide  Applications 

On  page   234  of  the  EIS,    it   is  mentioned  that   a  100  foot   boundary  would 
be  kept    around  riparian   zones   and   live  water  for   herbicide  applications. 
Particularly  on   aerial    spraying,   this   100  foot   boundary  should  be  considered 
an  absolute  minimum.      If   at   all    practical,  we  recommend  a  H  mile   boundary  to 
protect  these  resources. 

The  EPA  Office  of  Pesticides  Programs,   Benefits,   and  Field  Studies 
Division  {BFSD)    is   currently  organizing  a  multi-state  range  management 
research  project  to  analyze  benefits   and   impacts   of   herbicide  management. 
Colorado   is   one  of    six   states   that  will   be  involved  in  the   project.     The 
BFSD  study  could  be  a  potentially  valuable  information  resource  for  future 
BLM  rangeland  management   projects.     We  invite  you  to  contact  Mr.   Charles 
Reese,   BFSD  Project  Manager,    (FTS  472-9327)   or  Region  VIII    contact  Dallas 
Miller   (FTS  327-3926)  for  further  information  regarding  the  possible 
application  of  this  study  to  the  White  River  situation. 


2)       Erosion   Impacts   from  Rangeland  Management 

The  EIS  contains   an   impressive  evaluation  of  the  erosion   potential    of 
each   grazing  allotment    area    (Appendix  D).     The  EIS  notes  that    in  the   short 
terra  erosion  rates  could  increase   by  1.1  to  7.6  times   (page   126)  on  the  land 
surface   itself.     Although  much  of   this   sediment  may  never  reach  surface 
waters,  we  wonder  whether   an   assessment  was   done  of  the  potential    impact   on 
specific  stream  segments.     Are  there  fisheries   or   aquatic  habitat  that  could 
be   adversely  affected  by  the  short-term  runoff?     If   so,   some   identification 
of   these   vulnerable  stream  segments   should  be  made   in  the  final   EIS.      It  may 
be  appropriate   to  include  mitigation  measures   such  as   sediment   traps   in  some 
cases. 

I)      Wilderness  Values 

The  EIS  does   adequately  identify  the  potential    conflicts   between 
wilderness    areas   under  study  and   rangeland  management.     The  final  EIS  should 
briefly  identify  which  kinds  of   vegetation  manipulation  techniques   or 
improvements   proposed  in  the  recommended   plan    are  or   are  not   compatible  with 
the  present   wilderness   status  of   the   study  areas. 

Based  on  EPA's   system  for  evaluating  EIS's   under  its   review,   we   have 
rated  this  EIS   as  LO-2.      This  means  we   have  no  objection   to  the   project   as 
proposed.     We  would  appreciate   additional    information  in  the  final  EIS   to 
answer   the   above   points. 

Please  contact  Mike  Gansecki    of  ray  staff    (FTS  327-4831)  for   any  further 
assistance  you  may  require  on  this  EIS  review. 

Sincerely  yours, 


4 


\$\,    Roger  L.  Williams 

Regional  Administrator 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER    8 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  8 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Proposed  herbicide  applications  would  receive  a  site  specific 
environmental  assessment  (EA)  (DEIS,  page  10)  and  would  be  subject 
to  approval  of  a  Prescribed  Spraying  Plan  (DEIS,  page  234)-   The  EA 
and  the  spraying  plan  would  identify  application  procedures,  environ- 
mental conditions,  controls,  and  coordination  necessary  prior  to 
any  application.   The  distance  from  live  waters  or  riparian  zones 
would  be  identified  in  the  EA  and  the  spraying  plan.   The  100  foot 
from  Live  water  or  riparian  zones  is  the  minimum  distance,  as 
identified  in  the  land  use  plan,  that  herbicide  application  would 
be  allowed.   The  EA  would  assess  the  site  specific  impacts  of 
herbicide  application  using  current  research,  such  as  Chat  cited, 
to  determine  distances  from  live  water  or  riparian  zones. 

It  is  possible  that  short  term  soil  erosion  rates  could  increase  by 
1.1  to  7.6  times  that  of  present  conditions  as  a  result  of  vege- 
tation manipulations  (DEIS,  page  126).   Based  on  the  restrictions 
which  would  be  placed  on  any  treatment  (DEIS,  page  10,  Items  5  and 
6,  and  page  234,  Items  1,  3,  4,  and  13),  short  term  sediment  yields 
are  not  expected  to  have  an  adverse  effect  on  any  vulnerable  fish- 
eries or  aquatic  habitats. 

In  addition  to  the  assessment  in  the  DEIS,  a  site  specific  EA  would 
be  conducted  for  each  land  treatment.   This  EA  would  identify 
adverse  impacts  to  any  stream  segment  and  recommend  necessary 
measures  to  mitigate  any  adverse  impacts. 

No  rangeland  management  actions,  changes  in  grazing  use  or  new 
range  improvements,  would  be  allowed  in  the  six  wilderness  study 
areas  {WSAs)  that  would  impair  the  suitability  of  the  WSAs  for 
wilderness  designation  (DEIS,  page  10).   Present  policy  and  management 
of  the  wSAs  (Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review,  BLM  1979)  allows  changes  in  existing 
livestock  grazing  use,  development  of  grazing  systems,  and  development 
of  range  improvements,  so  long  as  such  actions  do  not  impair  the 
suitability  of  the  WSAs  for  further  wilderness  designation. 

Briefly,  range  improvements  which  can  be  developed  include  live- 
stock salting  areas,  permanent  fences  and  permanent  water  develop- 
ments (springs  and  reservoirs).   These  range  Improvements  must 
blend  with  the  landscape  and  topography.   The  only  vegetation 
manipulations  allowed  in  WSAs  are  maintenance  of  existing  treat- 
ments, control  of  small  areas  of  poisonous  plants,  insects  or 
disease,  and  reseeding  native  plants  by  hand  or  aerial  methods. 


COMMENT  LETTER  9 


COLORADO    DEPARTMENT     OF     HEALTH 

42f0  EAST  }1TH  AVENUE  ■   DENVER.  COLORADO  80220  ■  PHONE     320-8333 
Frank   Traylor,    M.D.,    Executive    Director 


DATE:        June    3,     19  80 

SUBJECT:  NON-STATE    ASSISTANCE 

REVIEW   AND    COMMENTS 

TO:     District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Craig  District  Office 
P.O.  Box  24  8 
455  Emerson  Street 
Craig,  Colorado   81625 

PROJECT  TITLE:    White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management  DEIS 

STATE  IDENTIFIER: 

COMMENTS:  NO  COMMENTS 


^^  /^^      A 


SOC-3,  Jan  79 


Name,  Title  /  )      / 

Steve  Kelsey 

Environmental  Planning  Coordinator 


ff 
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COLORADO  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


June   3,    19B0 


Mr.    Philip  H.    Schmuck 

Director 

Colorado  Division  of  Planning 

520  State  Centennial  Building 

1313  Sherman  Street 

Denver,  Colorado    80203 


Dea: 


Mr 


Schmuck : 


The  Colorado  Department  of  Highways  has  completed  its  review  of 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  White  River 
Resource  Area  Grazing  Management  and  has  the  following  comments. 

While  it  does  not  appear  that  this  project  will  have  any  signi- 
ficant impact  on  the  highway  system  in  the  area,  some  mention 
should  be  made  in  the  Pinal  E1S  of  the  transportation  facilities 
in  the  ares  and  what  effects  an  increase  in  recreational  visitors 
and  hunters  will  have  on  these  facilites. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  rev: 

Very  truly  yours, 

Harvey  R.  Atchison 

Director 

Division  of  Transportation  Planning 


this  document. 


'?.  rLJ 


Barbara    L. S.    Chocol 

Manager 

Impact  Evaluation  Branch 


4201  EAST  ARKANSAS  AVENUE  DENVER,  CO  80222     (303)  757-9011 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  10 
Colorado  State  Department  of  Highways 


Increases  in  recreational  visitors  cannot  be  determined  because  of 
the  lack  of  data  on  existing  recreational  use  of  public  lands  in 
the  EIS  area.   Present  recreation  use  (other  than  big  game  bunting) 
is  estimated  to  be  light  with  only  a  slight  increase  anticipated 
from  actions  proposed  in  the  EIS. 

Big  game  hunting  opportunities,  as  the  result  of  the  implementation 
of  the  proposal,  are  expected  to  increase  hunter  recreation  days  by 
18  percent.   This  use,  if  spread  over  the  three  existing  big  game 
hunting  seasons,  would  amount  to  an  increase  of  approximately  6 
percent  in  hunter  recreation  days  in  each  season. 

Based  on  this  analysis,  it  is  expected  that  the  effects  of  the 
proposal  or  alternatives  would  be  insignificant  as  noted  on  page 
125  of  the  DEIS. 


(j3 
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Philip  H.  Sdwurck,  Director 
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Richard  D.  L;ir^,  Go 


June   20,    1980 


DATE: 

TO-  Steve   Ellis,    Colorado  Clearinghouse 

l/l-fi 


ricOiL 


Phi  lip  H.   Schmuck 


m 


SUBJECT:       White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management 
DEIS  *80-127 


The  Division  of  Planning   has  reviewed  the  White   River  Resource  Area  Grazing 
Management  Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  prepared   by   the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management.     We  would  like   to  address   several    elements   in   this   document 
relating  to  the   impacts   of   the  proposed  management  system  on   social    con- 
ditions  and  land  uses. 

The  document  states    that    in   the   short  term  some  92  ranch   families  would  be 
adversely  affected   through   the  loss  of  livestock  grazing  allotments   in 
accordance  with  rest  requirements    for   forage  lands.      Many  ranches   badly  need 
the   additional    high   country  summer  forage   that  public   lands  can  offer.     The 
fl    final    Environmental    Impact  Statement  should  make   an   effort  to  estimate  how 
many  of  the  affected   ranch   families  might  completely  lose   the  economic 
viability  of  their  ranching  operations  because  of  the  loss  of  grazing 
allotments.      If  there   is   loss  of  economic  viability  for  ranching   in   the 
White   River  Resource  Area,    the  impacts  would  be  extremely  significant 
Jwth   in  human  costs   to   the   families   involved  as  well   as   increased  develop- 

B /fieri t  pressure  on  current  open  space.       We  urge   that  all    possible  mitigating 
(measures   be  considered.      There  may  be  some  possibility   for  equitably  re- 
distributing remaining  grazing   land  among   ranchers  with   existing  allotments. 

'The  Environmental    Statement  provides   for  conversion  of  12,723  acres    (over 
66   square  miles)  of  pinyon-juniper   forest  to  grassland   through   the  method 
of  chainings    (page  161).     As   identified   in  the  Draft   Impact  Statement,   the 
environmental   consequences  of  these  chainings   are  extensive,     The   Division 
urges  that  BLM  evaluate   the  need  for  the  total    acreage  of  land  use  conversion, 
consider  alternative  methods  of   treatment,  and  weigh  the  extensive  damages 
/to  forest  flora  and  fauna.      In  addition,  we  note  that  there  are  several 
overlaps  between  the  chainings   areas   identified  on  Map   3-4    (page  97)   and 
the  deer  concentration  areas  on  Hap  3-13a    (page   1.17).      We  recommend   that 
BLM  analyze  the  affects   of   the  chainings  program  on   the  wildlife  and  related 
recreational   uses  of  these  areas. 

finally,   there  is  very   little  discussion  of  energy  developments   expected   to 
occur  in  the  Resource  Management  Area.      We  encourage  consideration  of   impacts 
of  current  and  anticipated  mining  activities  that  would  affect  the  grazing 
management  system.      The  analysis   should   include  possible   losses  of  grazing 
land  due   to  mining  conflicts.      Such  an  analysis  should  consider   the  secondary 
impacts  of  mining,    including  additional    urban  development  and   increased 
recreational   demands   in    the  area. 


)1 


PHS/btm 
520  S-q-  Cent. 


,  Colo.odo  60703    :303)  897-235: 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER     11 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  11 

Department  of  Local  Affairs,  Colorado  Division  of  Planning 


It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  how  many  operations  would  go  out  of 
business  or  how  much  land  would  be  converted  to  nonranching  uses 
(DEIS,  page  154)  because  of  the  lack,  of  information  on  Individual 
operations  as  well  as  the  wide  range  of  options  available  to  them. 

Bureau  policy  is  strongly  committed  to  reducing  the  economic  impacts 
to  operators  as  much  as  possible.   Livestock  use  adjustments  would 
be  scheduled  over  a  three  year  period  (current  BLM  policy)  to  allow 
the  operators  time  to  make  adjustments  in  their  operations  and  to 
provide  a  period  for  range  improvements  which  could  Increase  the 
potential  of  the  allotment  before  full  reductions  are  required. 

Redistributing  use  among  allotments  is  possible,  but  the  existing 
qualifications  of  each  permittee  on  an  allotment  must  be  fulfilled 
first  before  any  use  can  be  granted  to  a  non-permittee  on  that 
allotment.   In  many  cases,  as  noted  by  the  long  term  rangeland 
potential  (DEIS,  Appendix  B) ,  existing  qualifications  would  not  be 
fulfilled. 

As  noted  in  the  DEIS  (pages  9,  232)  not  all  acreages  proposed  would 
be  treated  because  of  the  design  restrictions  (DEIS,  page  234)  that 
would  be  placed  on  these  treatments.   In  addition,  each  treatment 
proposed  would  receive  a  site  specific  environmental  assessment 
which  would  identify  the  adverse  Impacts  and  necessary  mitigation 
(DEIS,  page  10). 

Refer  to  response  for  comment  F  of  Comment  Letter  12. 

BLM  does  recognize  the  energy  development  that  could  and  probably 
will  occur  in  the  White  River  Resource  Area.   However,  we  do  not 
know  the  extent  of  such  energy  development  or  how  much  land  would 
be  lost  for  livestock  and  wildlife  grazing.   Any  attempt  to  anti- 
cipate what  effects  energy  development  would  have  on  rangeland 
management  and  the  livestock  industry  would  be,  at  best,  specul- 
ation at  this  point.   The  effects  of  energy  development  were  not 
considered  to  be  in  the  scope  of  this  EIS  so  all  alternatives  were 
evaluated  in  the  absence  of  this  development.   The  energy  develop- 
ment which  occurs  in  the  future  will  have  to  deal  with  the  effects 
on  rangeland  management  prior  to  its  development. 


COMMENT  LETTER    12 


COMMENT  LETTER     12 


STATE  OF  "-liLORAOO 
I;  -  nd  D.  L:.n.?n,  Gsntinoi 
[>'  (  i,i;TMfNl'  Oi-   NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVTSiOMOF  WsLDUFEE 

.1.1.-  i-   r?-  Orltb.  Director 


CO 

CD 


Mr.  Phillip  H.  Schnuck,  Director 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
520  Centennial  Building 
1313  Sherman  Street 
Denver,  CO  00203 

Attention:  Steve  Ellis 

Dear  Mr.  Schmuck: 

This  Division  has  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  for  Proposed  Grazing  Management  Program  for 
ths  White  River  Resource  Area,  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  Because  of  the  tremendous  wildlife  values  involved  in 
this  area,  reviewers  within  this  Division  included  field,  staff  and 
research  personnel.  Our  comments  and  recommendations  on  this  docu- 
ment are  enclosed. 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  this 

statement. 


Sincerely  yours, 
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T. 
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a. 

Bartmann 

DEPARTMENT  Of  NATURAL  RESOURCES,  Monte  Pc 
Do-old  PetACnde*.  Vice  Choirmor.  •  Jamej  ! 

Michael  Higbee.  Member 


:oe.  Execute  Director  -  WliDLIFE  COWaISS'ON, Wilbur  Reddi 
rtilh.  Secretory  •  Jean  K.  Tool,  Member  •  Vernon  C.  Wi 
SamCaudill,  Member  ■  Richord  D.velbill,  Member 
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COMMENTS  AND  REC0MMENDA1 IONS  JUN  1  B  !'J80 

ON  DHflTI  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

WHITE  RIVER  RESOURCE  AREA  Jjpj  QF  PIJSHWHS 

GRAZING  MANAGEMENT!/ 


The  comments  and  recommendations  contained  herein  are  based  on  an  extensive 
staff  and  field  review  of  the  subject  document  by  the  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife  (DOW)  and  an  interagency  meeting  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Kanaa-ment 
(BLM)  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  (USES). 

Considering  the  time  frame  in  which  this  draft  enviornmentai 
was  prepared  a'nd  the  limited  experience  of  the  prepares  with  j 
document  is  well  done.  However,  in  the  judgement  of  the  DOW,  much  additional 
work  is  needed  in  preparation  of  the  final  statement.   It  is  hoped  the  com- 
ments and  recommendations  offered  by  the  DOW  will  be  helpful  in  this  regard 


ement  (DES) 
the  subject 


Tnis  response  will  address  areas  of  general  concern  first,  followed  by  speci- 
fic remarks  on  the  text  of  the  DES. 

GENERAL  CONCERNS 

The  White  River  Deer  Herd  is  the  largest  migratory  mule  deer  herd  in  North 
America  and,  as  such,  represents  a  resource  of  tremendous  significance  to  the 
people  of  this  nation  as  well  as  the  citizens  of  Colorado.  Accordingly,  this 
resource  is  deserving  of  much  greater  consideration  than  that  offered  o'y  the 
proposed  action,  Alternative  A. 

'While  not  belittling  the  importance  of  the  range  livestock  industry  in  the 
While  River  Resource  Atea  (WRRA),  the  OOW  submits  that  a  more  equitable  allo- 
cation of  range  forage  between  livestock  and  big  game  animals  would  be  in  the 
public  interest.  The  DOW  has  projected  an  increase  in  deer  numbers  of  23  per- 
cent will  be  needed  in  northwestern  Colorado  to  meet  the  State's  management 
objectivaes  for  this  species  (Colorado  Division  of  wildlife,  1977).  Based  on 
long  term  forage  allocations  under  different  management  options  and  calcula- 
tions made  by  BLH,  Alternative  A  would  provide  less  than  half  the  percentage 
increase  needed.  Since  the  deer  herds  of  the  WRRA  constitute  the  major  deer 
factory  in  this  portion  of  the  state,  it  is  imperative  that  every  precaution 
be  taken  to  ensure  that  population  objectives  are  met.  Alternative  E  could 
best  meet  the  objective  In  conjunction  with  continued  use  by  range  livestock 
and  wild  horses. 

After  meeting  with  BfM  personnel,  the  DOW  now  understands  the  rationale  that 
was  used  to  calculate  populations  of  big  game  animals  and  carrying  capacities 
but  still  has  reservations  about  the  system  used  and  its  end  products. 

Population  estimates  for  deer  on  the  BLH  lands  within  the  WRRA  do  not  allow 
for  the  fact  that  deer  densities  are  likely  to  be  higher  on  public  than  on 
private  lands. 


Submitted  to  Colorado  State  Clearinghouse  by  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife,  June,  1380. 
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Dietary  overlap,  which  is  basic  to  any  determination  of  the  degree  of  competi- 
tion between  domestic  and  wild  ungulates  and  is  essential  in  making  forage 
allocations,  is  extremely  difficult  to  ascertain  with  any  degree  of  preci- 
sion. Results  of  food  habit  sutdies  vary  widely  even  within  a  species,  de- 
pending on  the  technique  used,  and  the  geographical  differences  in  types  of 
forage  available.  .  References  cited  in  the  DES  are  from  areas  having  different 
characteristics  than  those  in  the  WRRA  and  data  available  for  the  WRRA  were 
overlooked.  Furthermore,  basing  dietary  overlap  on  broad  forage  categories, 
such  as  grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs,  fails  to  recognize  differences  in  prefer- 
ence for  plants  within  these  categories,  .differences  that  have  been  demon- 
strated by  studies  in  the  WRRA. 
r~ 

It  is  extremely  doubtful  that,  given  the  present  state  of  the  art  of  measuring 
the  degree  of  range  utilization  by  big  game  ungulates,  long-term  changes  in 
big  gam-  forage  consumption  of  populations  projected  in  Alternatives  A  and  E 
could  even  be  detected. 

The  DOW  finds  spring  rest  from  livestock  grazing  on  deer  winter  ranges  diffi- 
cult to  accept.  While  such  a  practice  may  improve  forage  conditions  for  live- 
stock, it  has  the  opposite  effect  on  deer.  We  urge  the  BLM  to  reexamine  its 
use  of  this  practice,  at  least  on  the  more  important  winter  deer  ranges. 


rz< 


Vegetative  manipulation  in  the  pinyon-juniper  and  sagebrush  types  also  gives 
us  cause  for  alarm.  Some  of  the  areas  proposed  for  P-J  removal  already  sup- 
port some  of  the  highest  deer  densities  in  the  area,  suggesting  that  the  pre- 
sence of  P-J  is  more  than  a  conincidence.  The  DES  fails  to  address  the  prob- 
lems which  might  be  created  by  P-J  and  sagebrush  removal  in  respect  to  changes 
in  snow  conditions.  Increases  in  snow  depth  and  crusting,  which  are  likely  to 
occur,  could  result  a  greater  expenditure  of  energy  by  deer  than  would  be  com- 
pensated for  by  the  increased  supply  of  understory  vegetation.  No  where  in 
the  DES  do  we  find  reference  to  guidelines  for  vegetative  manipulation  that 
will  protect  big  game  and  sage  grouse  habitat,  such  as  those  by  Braun,  Britt 
and  Kallestad,  1977;  Reynolds,  1964 ;  USDA, Forest  Service,  1969;  and  Minnich, 
1969. 

No  where  in  the  DES  could  we  find  any  mention  of  range  fertilization  as  a  ha- 
bitat improvement  tool.  Fertilization  has  the  greatest  potential  for  improv- 
ing the  habitat  while  causing  the  least  adverse  environmental  impacts. 


K, 


Allocation  of  wildlife  forage  by  livestock  allotments,  while  useful  in  distri- 
buting AUM's  for  DES  purposes,  cannot  serve  as  a  basis  for  wildlife  manage- 
ment. The  mobility  of  wildlife,  problems  with  hunter  access,  and  management 
principles  make  management  on  such  size  units  impractical.  Furthermore,  there 
is  the  problem  of  livestock  permittees  becoming  disturbed  when  wildlife  num- 
bers on  these  allotments  appear  to  exceed   the  AUM's  allocated. 

The  8LM  fails  to  mention  a  Survey  of  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Communities  and  Col- 
lection of  Water  Flow  Data  within  the  Piceance  Basin  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  and 


Portions  of  the  white  River  ar-d  Roan  Creek  Drainages,  done  by  the  Colorado 
.Division  of  Wildlife  (1977)  in"  cooperation  with  BLM  as  a  Sikes  Act  project, 
(/which  showed  all  riparian  habitats  to  be  in  poor  or  fair  condition.  The  pro- 
posed action  alternative  does  little  to  remedy  this  condition,  in  our  opin- 
ion. Of  297  acres  of  riparian  habitat  only  68  acres  will  be  improved  to  a 
good  condition,  while  the  other  229  acres  would  remain  in  poor  or  fair  condi- 
tion. Because  livestock  tend  to  congregate  in  riparian  areas  for  water,  over 
utilization  of  riparian  vegetation  is  inevitable  unless  exclusion  measures 
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are  taken.  Only  6.5  miles  of  stream  along  Lake  and  Soldier  creeks  Kill  be 
protected  by  exclusion  with  fencing.  If  riparian  vegetation  is  not  adequately 
protected,  the  45  miles  cf  stream  slated  to  be  improved  will  only  suffer  fur- 
ther degradation.  Executive  Order  11990  was  issued  to  prevent  further  de- 
struction and  degradation  of  wetlands  and  riparian  habitats.  The  DES  does  not 
adhere  to  these  guidelines  and  should  be  modified  to  do  so. 
1 — 

'fhe  economic  benefits  generated  by  wildlife  in  the  WRRA  are  considerable  but 
seem  to  command  little  notice  when  compared  to  those  of  livestock.  The  action 
alternative  compromises  much  of  wildlife's  economic  potential  in  lieu  of  the 
local  livestock  economy.  The  DES  says  range  improvements  will  be  subject  to 
cost-benefit  analysis.  Estimated  costs  are  shown  in  the  DES  but  the  corres- 
ponding benefits  are  omitted.  Additionally,  it  was  noted  that  a  multiplier 
was  used  in  evaluating  the  economic  value  of  the  livestock  industry  but  not 
the  economic  value  of  wi'dlife. 
^_ 

M (Although  we  understand  that  the  omission  of  any  conflicts  between  grazing  and 
energy  development  in  the  WRRA  is  a  policy  matter,  failure  to  consider  these 
existing  and  potential  conflicts,  particularly  in  this  resource  area,  greatly 
[diminishes  the  value  of  the  DES. 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

ifPaqe  vi  and  IS:   We  are  not  convinced  that  the  no  action  alternative  (B)  would 
1 1  result  in  a  net  decline  of  big  game,  as  is  indicated  on  these  pages. 


o(s 


Page  xiii: 


It  is  our 


recommendation  that  the  literature  cited  section  be 


sted  in  the  Table  of  Contents. 

Page  10:  Provisions  should  be  made  under  Standard  Design,  Construction,  and 
Operation  Procedures  to  survey  potential  conflicts  with  threatened  and  endan- 
gered wildlife  species  listed  by  the  State  of  Colorado  and  to  consult  with  the 
DOW  prior  to  taking  any  action  that  might  affect  these  species,  similar  to  the 
treatment  mentioned  here  for  federally  designated  species.  From  comments 
.elsewhere,  we  are  sure  this  is  BLM's  intent. 

i  fin  order  to  have  a  cost-benefit  analysis  for  range  improvements,  anticipated 
I  benefits  should  be  quantified. 


27: 


Under  Alternatives  A,  D,  E  and  F,  it  is  stated  that  vegetative  mani- 
pulations will  "...be  subject  to  site  specific  analysis  to  detenr.ine  wildlife 
needs  and  values  of  the  area  to  be  treated."  Here  would  be  a  good  place  to 
include  guidelines  for  protecting  wildlife  values,  as  mentioned  earlier  in  the 
.DOW's  comments. 

"Page  67:  Why  is  the  past  tense  used  in  the  statement:  "The  White  River  deer 
hercT~was  considered  to  be  the  lrgest  migratory  mule  deer  herd  in  North 
America..."?  Is  there  another  herd  that  is  presently  larger? 

Page  69:  Contrary  to  the  statement  made  here,  shrubs  and  grasses  comprise  the 
largest  portion  of  the  elk  diet  in  this  area  ^Boyd,  1970). 

Hunting  should  not  be  listed  as  a  limiting  factor  on  elk;  it  is  a  management 
tool  which  is  intentionally  applied  and  is,  therefore,  subject  to  manipulation. 
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Page  72:  In  the  discussion  of  Other  Birds,  the  importance  of  the  area  as  rap- 
Tor  habitat,  particularly  Tor  golden  eagles  and  red-tailed  hawks,  should  be 
mentioned.  Additionally ,  other  gome  birds,  including  blue  grouse,  wild  tur- 
key, ducks  and  doves  should  be  mentioned. 

Under  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species,  whooping  cranes  have  been  observed 
twice  in  tiie  area,  not  orce,  as  indicated  here. 

Page  73:  Map  3-10  should  be  referred  to  under  Threatened  and  Endangered  Fish. 

^_ 

j^Fage  82  and  63:  Income  Trait  wildlife  should  be  mentioned  here.  Although  no 
..  multiplier  has  been  determined  for  Rio  Blanco  County,  a  multiplier  for  another 
V  rural  county,  Grand,  of  1.99  should  be  fairly  representative  of  the  situation 

[in  Rio  Blanco  County  (Rohdy  and  Lovegrove,  1970). 

Page  123:  Assumption  No.  10  presumes  wildlife  habitat  carrying  capacities  can 
be  accurately  determined.  This  relates  to  Assumption  No.  12  on  reliability  of 
available  data.  Present  techniques  are  not  sophisticated  enough  to  accurately 
determine  big  game  carrying  capacities.  The  BLM,  USFS  and  DOrt  are  all  working 
an  research  projects  that  should  ultimately  make  such  determinations  possible. 

Page  132:  In  the  Conclusions  of  Impacts  on  Terrestrial  Vegetation  section, 
use  of  shrubs  is  assumed  to  be  solely  due  to  wildlife,  primarily  deer,  and 
unaffected  by  livestock  use.  However,  with  much  of  the  use  of  the  area  by 
.livestock  occurring  in  spring,  winter  and  fall,  this  assumption  is  probably 
■erroneous.  With  the  seasonal  grazing  patterns  for  domestic  livestock  pre- 
scribed under  Alternative  A,  the  proposed  action,  winter  shrub  ranges  needed 


AA 


by  deer  will  more  than  likely  deteriorate. 

"page  134:  Under  the  second  introductory  paragraph  of  Impacts  of  Riparian 
Vegetation,  second  sentence,  one  or  more  words  are  missing.  Tne  paucity  of 
data  on  relationships  between  grazing  management  and  riparian  vegetation,  as 

stated  here,  is  misleading  at  best.  The  writer  of  this  section  should  consult 
Kimbal  and  Savage  (1977);  and  a  collection  of  papers  presented  at  several  sym- 
posia including:  Owen  (1979),  Graul  and  Bissell  (1978),  Johnson  and  McCormick 
i  (1979),  and  Johnson  and  Jones  (1977). 

F^age  163:   The  problem  of  deer  mortality  on  deer  winter  ranges  and  migration 
routes  could  be  partially  mitigated  by  letting  down  fences,  modification  of 
fencing  specifications  and  installation  of  deer  gates  in  those  locations  where 
.investigations  demonstrate  a  need. 

'The  final  statement  on  this  page  relative  to  Alternative  A  that:  "No  con- 
flicts are  anticipated  with  other  federal,  state  or  local  land  use  plans," 
while  probably  true  in  the  strict  interpretation  of  land  use  plans,  is  cer- 
tainly in  conflict  with  Colorado's  strategic  wildlife  plan  (Colo.  Div.  of 
Wildlife,  1977).  The  DOW  recommends  that  any  departure  from  state  plans  in 
the  selected  alternative  be  explained  in  detail  along  with  the  rationale  for 
doing  so.  This  would  appear  to  be  consistent  with  Section  102(a)(2)  of  The 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976. 

OMISSIONS 

In  addition  to  the  literature  mentioned  in  the  DOW  comments,  there  is  a  wealth 
of  literature  on  the  effects  of  livestock  and  deer  use  of  native  ranges  at  the 
Little  Hills  Experiment  Station  that  should  be  consulted  because  of  its  geo- 
graphical relevance  to  the  WRRA.  Only  a  portion  of  this  research  was 
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included  in  McKean  and  Bartmann  (1971),  which  was  cited  in  the  DES.  Other 
references  which  should  be  consulted  are  Baker  (1970),  Grieb  (1979)  and 
Mustard  (1959). 


LITERATURE  CITE0 


Following  are  complete 

recommendations . 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  12 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 


The  long  term  deer  forage  allocation  was  based  on  the  Management 
Framework  Plan  and  Piceance  Basin  Habitat  Management  Plan  objec- 
tives which  are  to  sustain  deer  populations  in  balance  with  carry- 
ing capacities.   The  long  term  11  percent  increase  in  the  deer 
population  indicated  in  Alternative  A  was  based  on  an  estimate  of 
anticipated  increases  in  deer  forage  production.   As  an  estimate, 
it  is  subject  to  revision,  pending  the  accumulation  of  future 
information,  which  could  more  accurately  determine  big  game  carry- 
ing capacities.   Cooperatively  sponsored  (BLM,  DOW,  FS)  forage 
production  studies  and  BLM  utilization  and  condition  and  trend 
studies  (DEIS,  page  9)  should  aid  in  accumulating  better  infor- 
mation upon  which  management  objectives  should  be  based.   The  DOW's 
proposed  23  percent  increase  in  mule  deer  populations  appears  to  be 
primarily  based  on  anticipated  demand,  not  primarily  based  on 
winter  range  carrying  capacities. 

Mule  deer  populations  were  derived  from  Colorado  DOW  data  on  mule 
deer  densities,  and  were  developed  in  coordination  with  local  DOW 
personnel.   Data  available  at  the  time  deer  populations  were 
determined  did  not  specify  different  densities  for  public,  private, 
or  State  lands.   The  population  estimates  by  land  ownership  were 
based  on  the  mule  deer  densities  by  seasonal  use  areas  with  those 
densities  applied  to  all  land  ownership  within  that  seasonal  use 
area. 

The  comments  regarding  the  many  problems  and  variables  involved  in 
the  forage  allocation  process  are  also  recognized  by  BLM.   Unfor- 
tunately, data  was  not  available  for  the  purposes  of  more  finely 
dividing  broad  forage  categories.   Even  though  many  of  the  forage 
preference  studies  used  in  the  DEIS  were  from  geographically  dis- 
similar areas,  professional  judgement  was  used  In  applying  their 
results.   In  effect,  those  studies  which  were  conducted  in  areas 
similar  to  the  EIS  area,  were  given  greater  credence  than  those 
from  dissimilar  areas.   It  should  be  noted  that  the  dietary  com- 
position of  mule  deer  on  winter  range  used  in  the  DEIS  (Appendix  C) 
is  very  similar  to  the  findings  of  DOW's  recent  forage  preference 
(bite-count)  study  conducted  in  Piceance  Basin  from  1978-1980. 

BLM  recognizes  the  problems  in  measuring  forage  utilization.   As 
such,  carrying  capacities  and  populations  should  be  considered  as 
only  estimates,  subject  to  change  with  the  accumulation  of  more 
accurate  data  in  the  future. 

Recent  literature  (referenced  in  DEIS,  page  138)  and  studies  con- 
ducted in  the  EIS  area  give  indications  that  spring  rest  from 
livestock  grazing  Is  not  necessarily  inimical  tofdeer  habitat 
values,  as  is  commonly  presupposed.   The  literature  referred  to 
above  showed  that  mule  deer  select  for  herbaceous  forage  during 
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winter  when  and  where  it  la  available.   BLM  ranjjeland  trend  studies, 
having  been  monitored  since  the  mid  to  late  1960's  on  the  Black's 
Gulch  and  Square  S  allotments  (both  of  which  contain  critical 
winter  range) ,  do  not  reveal  any  declining  browse  trends.   These 
allotments  have  been  managed  under  AMPs  with  rotational  spring  rest 
periods  for  the  past  13  years.   Thus,  this  information  raises 
several  questions  which  merit  closer  examination  before  any  defi- 
nate  statements  about  the  adverse  impacts  of  rest  from  spring 
livestock  use  on  deer  winter  ranges  can  be  put  forth  with  certainty. 
Realizing  this  situation,  we  proposed  spring  rest  from  livestock 
grazing  with  the  primary  objective  of  conserving  soil  and  watershed 
values,  upon  which  a  host  of  other  resource  values  are  dependent 
(i.e.,  big  game,  livestock,  small  and  nongame,  and  sage  grouse 
habitat  conditions).   It  should  be  noted  that  the  cyclic  rest 
periods  (Appendix  B,  Table  B-l)  proposed  in  the  DEIS  will  be  developed 
during  AMP  implementation,  after  site  specific  interdisciplinary 
reviews  and  consultation  with  the  Colorado  DOW,   See  response  to 
Comment  Letter  5  (USFWS) ,  comment  B  for  more  discussion  related  to 
proposed  livestock  spring  rest  periods. 

These  references  as  well  as  others  were  used  in  the  Impact  analysis 
and  in  developing  MFP  recommendations,  upon  which  design  restric- 
tions (Appendix  A)  and  mitigations  (pages  9,  10,  and  27)  in  the 
DEIS  were  based.   It  is  felt  that  these  proposed  restrictions, 
coupled  with  site  specific  environmental  analysis  (DEIS,  page  10) 
will  serve  to  improve  deer  habitat  conditions.   The  potentially 
adverse  impacts  of  pinyon-juniper  manipulation  and  the  proposed 
acreages  (DEIS,  page  141)  represent  a  worst  case  assessment,  in 
that  the  actual  acreage  that  would  be  treated  could  be  less  after 
site  specific  analysis  and  mitigations  were  applied. 

Range  fertilization  was  not  proposed  because  it  was  not  recommended 
in  the  MFP.   The  reason  for  this  was  that  fertilization  typically 
results  in  only  limited  short  term  benefits  in  comparison  with 
vegetation  manipulation,  and  does  not  change  plant  composition  to 
meet  management  objectives. 

We  concur  with  your  comments  regarding  the  impracticallty  of  manag- 
ing big  game  populations  by  livestock  allotment.   The  reason  this 
was  done  was  to  more  accurately  determine  livestock  stocking  rates 
(as  mandated  in  FLPMA)  through  the  identification  of  competitive 
forage  with  big  game  populations  to  an  allotment.   As  in  the  past, 
it  is  BLM  policy  to  submit  harvest  recommendations  to  the  Colorado 
DOW  on  the  basis  of  herd  (game  management)  units. 

A  Survey  of  Riparian  and  Aquatic  Communities  and  Collection  of 
Water  Flow  Data  within  Piceance  Basin  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  and 
Portions  of  the  White  River  and  Roan  Creek  Drainages  (Colorado  DOW, 
1977)  was  used  extensively  in  the  development  of  the  Unit  Resource 
Analysis  (URA)  for  both  the  Rangely  and  Piceance  Planning  Units, 
which  served  as  a  source  of  baseline  Information  for  this  DEIS. 
Additionally,  many  of  the  multiple  use  recommendations  (I.e., 


development  and  fencing  of  spring  sources  and  fencing  of  key  ripar- 
ian areas)  outlined  In  the  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  were 
also  taken  from  this  survey. 

Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  E  of  Comment  Letter  5. 

Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  E  of  Comment  Letter  5. 

The  Bureau  recognizes  the  considerable  economic  value  of  wildlife 
in  the  WRRA.   However,  th^  basic  data  to  enable  us  to  do  an  analy- 
sis and  comparison  of  the  economic  benefits  to  the  local  economy 
from  wildlife  and  livestock  is  not  available.   The  only  economic 
values  which  could  be  quantified  for  wildlife  were  those  for  big 
game  hunting,  and  those  values  could  only  be  quantified  at  the 
State  level  due  to  the  lack  of  basic  data  at  the  local  level. 

The  allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  and  their  respective  range 
improvements  would  be  subject  to  cost-benefit  analysis  (DEIS,  page 
10).   AMPs  will  be  prepared  after  approval  of  the  Final  EIS  (DEIS, 
page  10),  thus,  no  cost-benefit  analysis  has  been  done. 

The  multiplier  effect  from  wildlife-derived  income  is  included  in 
the  respective  figures  used  in  the  DEIS.  The  multiplier  used  is 
for  the  State  economy. 


Refer  to  the  response  to 


t  E  in  Comment  Letter  11. 


The  projected  decline  in  big  game  populations  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative  is  legitimately  debatable.   The  rationale  behind  our 
conclusion,  that  a  lack  of  vegetation  manipulations,  continued 
livestock  use  of  browse  due  to  heavy  livestock  stocking  rates,  poor 
livestock  distribution  patterns  in  response  to  a  lack  of  water 
sources,  etc.,  is  found  on  pages  166-167  in  the  DEIS. 

The  Literature  Cited  Section  is  listed  in  the  Table  of  Contents  on 
page  xii. 

This  comment  has  been  added  to  Item  I  on  page  10  in  the  Final  EIS. 

See  the  response  to  comment  M  above. 

See  the  response  to  comment  F  above. 

These  comments  have  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Applied  mitigations  proposed  in  the  DEIS  would  result  in  no  signi- 
ficant impacts  to  these  species.   CEQ  regulations  restrict  the 
Affected  Environment  section  to  discussion  of  significantly  impacted 
species  only.   See  also  the  response  to  Comment  Letter  14. 

These  comments  have  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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V.    No  basic  economic  data  for  wildlife  is  available  for  Rio  Blanco 

County  to  which  the  multiplier  for  Grand  County  could  be  applied. 

W.    See  Errata  for  DEIS,  page  132. 

X.   Refer  to  response  to  comment  E  above. 

Y.    All  of  the  references  listed  except  Graul  and  Bissell  (1978)  have 
been  consulted.   The  contributors  to  these  symposia  and  study 
present  little  or  no  evidence  that  exclusion  of  livestock  is  the 
only  solution  to  the  problem  of  riparian  habitat  degradation.   Most 
contributors  have  agreed  that  "free  choice,  uncontrolled  grazing  is 
incompatible  with  the  fishery,  wildlife,  and  aesthetic  resources" 
in  riparian  areas,  however,  very  little  mention  is  made  of  the 
effects  of  controlled  grazing.   Most  of  these  symposia,  including 
the  study  by  Kimball  and  Savage  (1977),  have  concluded  that  certain 
range  management  and  improvement  measures  can  be  beneficial  to  the 
riparian  habitat  (refer  to  the  response  to  comment  E  of  Comment 
Letter  5) . 

Z.  ELM  Manual  1737  encompasses  fencing  specifications  to  minimize  deer 
mortality.  Construction  will  be  subject  to  additional  modification 
resulting  from  site  specific  analysis  (DEIS,  pages  141,  231). 

AA.   This  comment  has  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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COLORADO 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 

The  Colorado  Heritage  Center  1300  Broadway   Denver.  Colorado  80203 


May   21,    1980 


Mr.  Stephen  0.  Ellis 

Principal  Planner 

A- 95  Clearinghouse 

520  State  Centennial  Building 

1313  Sherman  Street 

Denver,  CO  80203 

Dear  Mr.  Ellis: 


This  office  has  received  and  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing 
Management,  #80-127. 

Cultural  resources  have  been  dealt  with  in  a  Programmatic 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  and  the  National  Conference 
of  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers,  therefore,  no  further  comment 
is  necessary. 

If  this  office  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  call  the 
Compliance  Section  at  839-3391. 


Sincerely 


./) 


f*-t>  Arthur  C.  Town's  end 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


ACT(KJG) :ng 


(/ 


V,. 
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Department  of  Integrated  Slndie? 
Kelcnum  123 


en 


UNIVERSITY  OF  COLORADO 

College  of  Arts  and  Sciences 

BOULDER,  COLORADO  80309 


21  Kay  1980 


District  Kanager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management — Craig  District 

Box  2^8 

Craig,    Colorado     81625 


In  response  to  a  request  (CO-922,  1792,  NRC4 )  from  Kr-  Dale  Andrus,  I 
wish  to  comment  briefly  on  the  "Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
White  River  Resource  Area,    Grazing  Management,"  dated   23  April  I960. 

I  have  read    the  draft   statement  with  particular  interest  in   terrestrial 
nongame  wildlife.      Except   for  a  brief  review   of  literature  on 
effects   of  chaining  on  rodents,    treatment  of  the   nongame  wildlife 
resource   Is    inadequate. 

At   the  very  least,    a   faunal   checklist  should    be  appended.      This  would 

allow   the  reader   some   insight   into   the  diversity   of   the  fauna.  Better 

still,    the  distribution  of  the  fauna  across   habitat   types   could  be 
tabulated . 

Data   for   such  appendices  are   readily  available! 

Blssell,    S.    J.,    ed.      1978.      Colorado   mammal  distribution  latllong 
study.      Colorado   Division  of  Wildlife,    Denver,    iv   +   20   pp. 

Kingery,    H.    E. ,    and    W.    D.    Craul.      1979-      Colorado   bird   distribution 
latilong   study.      Colorado   Division  of  Wildlife,    Denver,    vii   + 
58  pp. 

Langlois,    D. ,    ed .      1978,      Colorado  reptile  and   amphibian  distribution 
latilong   study.      Colorado  Division   of  Wildlife,    Denver,    17  pp. 

Also   see   the  primary   literature   on  which   those  compilations  are  based. 

Thanks  for  the   opportunity  to   comment  on   the   Draft   EIS. 


Sincerely. 
David  N.    An 


Associate  Professor-- 


ological    Science 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  LETTER     14 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  14 
University  of  Colorado 


An  impact  analysis  of  the  effects  of  livestock  grazing  and  asso- 
ciated range  developments  on  nongame  wildlife  was  conducted.   The 
analysis  did  not  reveal  any  impacts  that  could  be  considered  signi- 
ficant, other  than  those  discussed  in  the  EIS, 

Under  current  CEQ  regulations,  impacts  not  considered  to  be  signi- 
ficant are  not  to  be  included  in  the  EIS.   The  regulations  also 
impose  a  limitation  on  the  length  of  an  EIS  of  approximately  150 
pages  which  restricts  the  amount  of  space  available  for  any  in- 
depth  discussion  of  topics  other  than  significant  issues  or  signi- 
ficant impacts. 

The  comments  received  also  suggested  appending  a  faunal  checklist 
in  order  to  afford  the  reader  some  insight  into  faunal  diversity 
within  the  EIS  area.  On  this  point  CEQ  regulations  stipulate  that 
EISs  be  analytic  rather  than  encyclopedic.  Faunal  lists  for  the 
EIS  area  are  on  file  (Unit  Resource  Analysis)  in  the  WRRA  office 
and  are  available  for  dissemination  to  interested  readers. 


COMMENT  LETTER   15 


COMMENT  LETTER   16 


4* 


A/95 

State  Clearinghouse 

5334976 

5334971 


Environmental 

Coordinating 

Committee 

533-5794 


Human  Resources 

Coordinating 

Committee 

533-4981 


A/85 

Federal/State 

Coordina  tion 

533-6083 


Federal  Resource 

Information 

Center 

533-4983 


STATE  OF  UTAH 
Scon  M.  Matheson 

Kent  Briggs 
late  Planning  Coordinator 


vision  of  Policy  and  Planning  Coordination 

Intergovernmental  Relations  Section 

e  Tempest,  Associate  State  Planning  Coordinator 

124  Slate  Capitol 

Salt  LakeCifYHJiah-84Jl1 

53P-4981 


40 


June   10,   1980 


District  Manager,  BLM 
Craig  District  Office 
P.   0.   Box  248 
455  Emerson  Street 
Craig,   Colorado     81625 

SUBJECT:      DEIS,  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management 
(SAI #800428088) 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Utah  State  Environmental  Coordinating  Committee  has  reviewed 
the  information  in  the  DEIS,  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Manage- 
ment. The  Committee  has  identified  no  discrepancy  with  existing  state 
plans  and  objectives. 

Committee  members  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
review  this  material;  it  is  helpful  in  clarifying  alternatives  on  the 
proposed  acti  on. 


Sincerely, 

Lee  M.  Allen 
A-95  Coordinator 


LMA:lbj 


"hot  Offices 

McCandless  &  Babrett 

1707  H  Snun.X.V 
Wabhimoton.  D   C.  20006 

June    19,    19  80 

-$y\  Or  I'lUmi 
6UP.  L«!«3  (**>. 
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Mr.    Dale    R.    Andrus 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Colorado  State  Bank  Building 

Room  700 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado   80202 


Dear  Mr.  Andrus: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Proposed  Grazing 
Management  Program  for  the  White  River  Resource  Area.   The  American 
Horse  Protection  Association  has  considered  carefully  those  parts 
of  the  program  which  would  have  a  direct  impact  on  wild  horses. 

AHPA  is  pleased  that  the  Bureau  has  recognized  that  effective 
land  management  necessitates  a  reduction  in  AUMs  allotted  to  cattle . 
However  we  cannot  understand ,  and  the  draft  EIS  does  not  sufficiently 
explain  and  document,  why  BLM  proposes  to  eliminate  86%  of  the 
wild  horse  herd  but  only  reduce  actual  short-term  livestock  used 
by  on ly  20%. 

The  proposed  removal  of  535  of  a  total  625  wild  horses  under 
Alternative  A,  the  favored  alternative,  flies  in  the  face  of  the 
purpose  and  intent  of  the  Wild  Free-Roaming  Horses  and  Burros  Act. 
It  is  the  stated  intent  of  Congress  that  the  wild  horses  "... 
are  to  be  considered  ...  an  integral  part  of  the  natural  system 
of  public  lands  .  .  .all  management  activities  shall  be  at  the 
minimum  feasible  level  ...  16  U.S.C.  §1331(a)1976  [emphasis 
added]  .   Surely")  even  the  Bureau  recognizes  that  an  86%  reduction 
in  the  total  herd  population  exceeds  the  "miminum  feasible  level . " 

Furthermore,  the  proposal  to  remove  100%  of  the  wild  horse 
population  outside  the  107,000  acres  which  will  be  allotted  to 
the  wild  horses  is  an  outrage.   It  is  stated  in  the  Environmental 
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Consequences  section  that  total  removal  will  be  stressful  to 
the  wild  horses,  resulting  in  significant  death  losses.   That 
section  further  states: 

The  reduction  of  276  wild  horses  from 
the  proposed  management  area  would  only  leave 
an  average  of  30  wild  horses  in  each  of  three 
allottments.   Herds  of  30  wild  horses  could 
be  susceptible  to  total  elimination_during 
severe  winters. 

EIS  at  149  (emphasis  added) .   Reducing  the  size  of  the  wild  horse 
herds  to  the  extent  that  they  may  become  extinct  IS  clearly  not 
within  the  letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  statute. 

>   AHPA  also  disputes  the  manner  in  which  AUMs  Jfe  ^Puted- 
The  determination  that  wild  horses  require  1.25  *™s  ""b^rary 
and  without  foundation.   The  National  Environmental  ?«"**=* 
as  well  as  Bureau  of  tond  Management  internal  regulations  require 
documentation  for  conclusionary  statements  s«4  ■>  this   f reover, 
AHPA  has  documented  in  court  that  wild  horses  do  not  need  l-2*  MMS 
and  acutally  consume  less  than  cattle.   AHPA  v.  Klepp£,  C  A.  No 
76-1455   US   District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia   Thus 
I  conclusion  thai  wild  horses  require  1.25  AUMs  and  the  subsequent  ,, 
computations  based  on  this  erroneous  "9-e  are  without  foundation.- 
Since  the  basis  upon  which  it  was  determined  that  535  horses  must 
be  removed  was  wrong,  the  accuracy  of  the  Draft  EIS  is  seriously 
compromised. 

The  only  logical  conclusion  that  can  be  drawn  from  this  tact  « 
that  the  Wild  Horses  have  not  over-populated  the  range   Wehy  is 
^Bureau  proposing  an  86%  reduction  in  AUMs  al £«*-£• „££*„ 
horses  if  the  wild  horse  range  is  not  overpopulated?   The  condition 
or  the  rangeland  has  not  deteriorated  to  the  extent  that  drastic 
reduction  is  demanded. 

'~~    BV  the  Bureau's  own  admission,  1,075,751  of  the  1,521,806 
acre" are  currently  in  fair  to  good  condition.   Certainly  this 
is  not  a  situation  which  requires  substantial  removal  of  the 


We  note  in  passing  that  in  computing  the  forage  requirements 
of  comest-i/  horses,  the  BLM  has  treated  them  the  same  as 
cattle  —  1  AUM  per  animal.   EIS,  p.  88. 
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wild  horse  herd  to  protect  the  long  term  quality  of  the  range- 
land.   Rather,  it  appears  that  the  effect  of  this  outrageous 
proposal  is  intended  directly  to  benefit  livestock.   The  uncon- 
scionable  diminution  of  the  wild  horse  population  and  the  cor- 
responding long  term  increase  in  livestock  AUMs  substantiate  this 
conclusion. 

?~         AHPA  is  not  suggesting  that  the  Bureau  ignore  its  responsibility 
to  maintain  and  improve  the  quality  of  the  rangeland.   But  pro- 
tection of  the-  rangeland  to  benefit  the  livestock  at  the  expense 
of  the  wild  horses  is  patently  unreasonable.   The  sacrifices  made 
for  long  term  benefit  of  the  range  should  be  relative  to  the  burden 
imposed.   The  wild  horses  have .  the  right  to  roam  their  natural 
habitat  with  the  least  amount  of  intrusion.   The  burden  they  im- 
pose on  the  range  isnot  proportionate  to  the  proposed  action  to 
eradicate  the  alleged  problems. 

Alternative  A  is  not  a  viable  option.   Alternative  F,  how- 
ever, does  provide  a  more  reasonable  middleground  that  accommodates 
the  terrestrial  wildlife,  wild  horses  and  livestock.   Of  con- 
sequence is  the  fact  that  while  the  AUMs  for  wild  horses  are  not 
reduced,  the  projected  longterm  AUMs  available  for  livestock  are 
not  significantly  different  than  what  is  provided  in  Alternative 
A.   This  is  clearly  due  to  the  fact  that  livestock  are  far  and 
away  the  primary  resource  consumers  in  the  White  River  area;  cattle 
are  currently  allotted  over  159,000  AUMs  per  year,  while  the  horses 
consume  less  than  B,000  (under  the  more  realistic  1  horse/  1  AUM 
forage-use  computation) .   Moreover,  the  cost  of  implementing 
Alternative  F  is  approximately  one  half  the  cost  of  Alternative  A. 

Actually  we  find  the  cost  of  Alternative  A,  as  delineated  on 
p.  11,  deceptive.   To  a  large  degree,  the  success  of  Alternative 
A  in  achieving  productivity  gains  would  depend  on  removal  of  the 
wild  horses  from  the  rangeland.   Yet  funds  for  the  roundup  and  re- 
moval of  the  wild  horses  were  not  included  in  the  cost  analysis: 
As  such.  Alternative  A  would  be  significantly  more  expensive  to 
implement  than  the  EIS  indicates.   When  this  fact  is  coupled  with 
the  fact  that  the  removal  of  the  wild  horses  would  be  injurious 
to  the  maintance  of  the  natural  ecological  balance  of  the  public 
lands,  then  it  is  painfully  obvious  that  Alternative  A  is  not  an 
option  worthy  of  serious  consideration. 

V. 

s-        The  fact  that  the  costs  of  the  wild  horse  removal  plan  were 
not  included  in  the  draft  EIS  brings  us  to  the  most  serious  de- 
fect in  the  draft.   The  draft  makes  it  abundantly  clear  that  the 
horses,  their  effect  on  the  range,  and  the  consequences  of  their 
removal  are  an  integral  part  of  the  range  management  program. 
Consequently,  any  horse  removal  plan  is  part  and  parcel  of  the 
range  program,  andmust  be  included  in  the  EIS.   Failure  to  do  so 
Violates  the  mandates  of  NEPA. 
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"~        In  the  final  analysis,  the  role  of  the  wild  horses  on  the 
public  lands  has  been  dictated  by  Congress,   wild  horses  by  virtue 
of  the  Wild,  Free-Roaming   Horses  and  Burros  Act,  have  a  preferred 
status  in  the  multiple-use  policy  for  public  lands.   Alternative 
A  fails  not  only  because  this  preferred  status  is  ignored  but 
also  because  the  wild  horses  of  the  White  River  Resource  Area 
have  not  been  considered  an  integral  part  of  the  public  lands. 
As  such  the  Bureau  has  not  'even  granted  the  wild  horses  a  status 
of  equal  importance  to  that  granted  the  domestic  livestock  using 
the  public  lands. 

AHPA  has  successfully  challenged  this  practice  in  court  and 
will  continue  to  do  so.   It  is  arbitrary  and  capricious  and  flies 
in  the  face  of  the  requirements  of  the  Wild,  Free-Hoaming  Horses 
and  Burros  Act  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.   We  hope 
that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  abandon  Alternative  A  and 
adopt  a  new  policy  that  addresses  the  needs  of  the  wild  horses  in 
the  White  River  Resource  Area  and  which  meets  the  letter  and  spirit 
fSf   the  Wild,  Free-Roaming  Horses  and  Burros  Act.   We  strongly  sug- 
gest that  the  Bureau  revise  its  EIS  to  include  consideration  of 
any  proposed  wild  horse  removal  plan,  so  as  to  fulfill  the  re- 
quirements of  NEPA. 

Very  truly  yours, 
HcCAHDLESS  £  BARRETT 


By 


CJ^^_ 


•Attorneys    for    the   American 
Horse    Protection  Association 


JES : cac 

cc;    Mrs-    Joan    Blue 
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American  Horse  Protection  Association,   McCandless    &  Barrett,    attorneys 


Wild   horses  are  not    indiginous    to   the  western  hemisphere   and   do  not 
have  any  predators   of   consequence   in  the  White  River   Resource  Area. 
Historically,    the  wild   horse  population  was   controlled  by   area 
ranchers   who   rounded  up   horses   for  use  as   part   of    their   operation. 
In   1971,    the  Wild   and  Free-Roaming   Horses   and   Burro's  Act  was 
passed,   which  prohibits    these   traditional   roundups.      Since   this 
law's   passage,    the  wild   horse  population   in   the   Resource  Area   has 
grown  from   165   to   625   head. 

The  Wild   Horse  and   Burro  Act   of    1971    (Public  Law  92-195)    as  amended 
by   The  Federal  Land   Policy  and  Management  Act   of    1976    (Public   Law 
94-579)   and  The  Public  Rangelands   Improvement  Act  of    1978    (Public 
Law  95-514)    states   that   "excess   animals    .     .    .   must  be  removed   from 
an  area   in  order   to   preserve  and  maintain  a    thriving   natural 
ecological   balance  and  multiple-use  relationship    in   that   area." 

Due   to   their   large  size,    hardiness,    and   the  lack  of   natural   predation, 
the  wild   horse   population   has   increased   even  when  wildlife   populations 
have  declined.      During    the   severe  winter   of    1978-1979,    the  Piceance 
Basin  deer   herd    suffered   a   44   percent   winter    kill,    the   elk  herd   was 
reduced  by   15   percent    (Colorado   Division  of   Wildlife)   while   the 
wild   horse   herd  had  a    typical  winter   loss.      This   demonstrated 
superior   wintering   ability   of   wild  horses   over  deer  and   elk   indicates 
that   before  winter   loss   curbs   the  wild   horse  population   the  deer 
and   elk  population  would  be  greatly  reduced.       In  addition,    overgrazing 
by  wild  horses   on  Pasture  C   of   Square   S  Allotment  and   Box   Elder 
Allotment  has   caused   serious   degradation   of   the   grass   and   forb 
understory  on  ridgetops    reducing   the   habitat   quality   for   sage 
grouse   nesting,    brood   rearing,   and  adult   summering    (CDOW,    1977 
progress   report). 

Short    term   livestock  grazing   use  would   be   reduced    20   percent  below 
current   levels   on   public   lands   for    the  entire   Resource  Area.      Short 
term   livestock  grazing   use   on  allotments   in   the  wild   horse  use 
areas  would  be  reduced   by   35   percent   below  current   actual   levels 
(DEIS,   page   25).      Additionally,    authorized   livestock  grazing  use 
(qualified  use)    on  these  allotments   in  the  wild   horse  area   would   be 
reduced  by  45   percent  below  that   now  authorized.      An  average  of    15 
percent   of    the   livestock  grazing  use  authorized   in   the  wild   horse 
areas  has   not   been  utilized,   voluntarily  by   livestock  operators, 
for   the  past   five   years. 

The  area  of    the   proposed   wild   horse   range  was   chosen  because   it   has 
the  most   concentrated  wild   horse   use    (their   preferred   habitat),    has 
reliable   sources   of   water   during   late   summer   along    the  Cathedral 
Bluffs,   and  has   a  balance  between   summer   and   winter  range.      Fences 
are   not   presently  a   barrier   to  wild   horse  movements  within   this 
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range.   Horses  are  able  to  move  through  natural  livestock  barriers 
and  open  gates  between  allotments.   No  new  fences  are  to  be  constructed 
in  this  area  and  gates  would  be  left  open  when  livestock  are  not 
being  grazed. 

A  total  herd  size  of  90  to  140  would  insure  against  total  elimination 
during  severe  winters.   This  herd  size  would  also  provide  a  diverse 
genetic  pool  and  help  to  prevent  inbreeding  (horses  maintained  a 
viable  herd  before  L971  with  about  the  same  number  of  horses  spread 
over  443,979  acres). 
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The  remaining  wild  horse  range  proposed  for  total  horse  removal  is 
north  of  the  proposed  wild  horse  range.   Total  removal  has  been 
proposed  based  on  ecological  factors.   The  area  contains  a  large 
amount  of  critical  deer  winter  range  with  horses  competing  with 
deer  for  space  during  winter.   The  area  contains  eight  individual 
allotments  which  are  entirely  fenced  or  have  natural  barriers  to 
both  horses  and  livestock.   Water  is  seasonally  lacking  (summer  and 
fall)  on  these  allotments,  and  wild  horses  have  to  migrate  through 
open  gates  from  winter  range  on  the  lower  allotments  to  summer 
range  on  the  higher  allotments.   Because  of  the  small  horse  herd 
size,  critical  deer  winter  range,  insufficient  stable  watering 
places,  and  inadequate  summer  range,  this  area  was  proposed  for 
total  wild  horse  removal. 

The  proposed  removal  of  wild  horses  from  625  to  between  90  and  140 
head  under  Alternative  A  would  reestablish  the  population,  at  the 
approximate  level  it  was  when  Che  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Horses  and 
Burro's  Act  was  passed. 

The  western  wild  horse  herds  are  of  important  aesthetic  and  historic 
value  and  should  be  protected  and  maintained  in  balance  with  the 
ecological  parameters  of  their  environment.   If  a  balanced  carrying 
capacity  cannot  be  established  on  the  wild  horse  range  through 
planned  removal  of  horses,  the  horse  population  would  eventually  be 
reduced  by  disease  and  starvation. 


The  action  proposal  (Alternative  A)  was  developed  from  multiple  use 
recommendations  made  in  the  land  use  plan  for  the  White  River 
Resource  Area.   These  multiple  use  recommendations  were  made  after 
consideration  of  public  input  into  the  land  use  plan  as  directed  by 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976. 

The  environmental  consequences  shown  in  the  DEIS  are  those  that 
would  result  from  implementing  the  multiple  use  recommendations. 
As  noted  in  the  Environmental  Consequences  section  (DEIS,  page 
150),  small  bands  of  horses  have  in  the  past  and  could  continue  to 
suffer  "in  the  future  from  starvation  during  severe  winters. 
However,  it  is  also  noted  (DEIS,  page  150)  that  the  improved  forage 
quantity  and  quality  could  lessen  the  chances  of  winter  losses. 

The  horses  that  died  in  Pasture  C  of  Square  S  Allotment  (DEIS,  page 
149)  were  cut-off  from  their  normal  winter  migration  route  by  deep 
snow  and  thus  trapped  and  unable  to  migrate  to  lower  country  because 
of  the  fences  on  the  lower  end  of  Pasture  C,   The  same  situation 
could  occur  again  in  Pasture  C,  however,  the  chances  of  this  situation 
occurring  in  the  other  two  allotments  in  the  proposed  wild  horse 
range  are  not  likely,  because  the  other  two  allotments  are  not 
cross  fenced  and  will  not  be  cross  fenced.   The  possibility  of 
losing  small  bands  of  horses  could  continue,  but  total  extinction 
of  the  entire  horse  herd  is  not  likely. 

The  vegetation  allocation  to  various  user  groups  (the  principle 
issue  of  this  EIS)  provide  forage  for  consumptive  use  of  vegetation 
based  upon  the  multiple  use  recommendations.   The  order  of  preference 
used  in  allocating  vegetation  in  Alternative  A  was  ;  first,  watershed 
protection,  vegetation  improvement  and  small  game  and  non-game 
wildlife  which  received  50  percent  of  -the  available  vegetation;  the 
remaining  50  percent  was  allocated  to  big  game  wildlife,  wild 
horses,  then  livestock  in  that  order. 

In  order  to  provide  adequate  forage  supplies  for  the  140  wild 
horses  recommended  in  the  land  use  plan,  forage  consumption  rates 
were  determined  for  each  class  of  animal.   Forage  consumption  rates 
for  horses  was  determined  based  upon  the  estimated  average  body 
weight  for  the  wild  horses  in  this  area  and  daily  dry  matter  intake 
required  per  unit  of  body  weight  using  the  requirements  of  domestic 
horses. 

Average  body  weight  for  the  wild  horses  in  this  area  was  estimated 
by  local  BLM  personnel  to  be  1,000  to  1,100  pounds.   Daily  intake 
rates  of  forage  for  horses  on  a  maintenance  diet,  based  on  the 
nutritional  content  and  intake  requirements  for  domestic  horses  of 
native  range  grasses  in  the  wild  horse  area,  would  be  740  pounds 
(less  than  one  AUM  at  800  pounds)  to  1,025  pounds  (1.25  AUMs)  of 
forage  per  month  (National  Academy  of  Sciences  1973).   In  addition, 
personal  communication  with  Dr.  Walt  Conley  of  New  Mexico  State 
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University,  who  is  knowledgeable  of  wild  horse  requirements,  indicated 
1.25  AUHs  for  wild  horses  is  a  good  average  to  use  In  estimating 
the  forage  requirements  of  wild  horses. 

Providing  1.25  AUHs  of  forage  per  month  per  horse  would  provide  an 
adequate  amount  of  forage  for  the  140  horse  level  recommended  in 
the  land  use  plan.  Monitoring  studies  to  be  conducted  (DEIS,  page 
9)  during  and  after  implementation  of  each  alternative  would  verify 
wild  horse  use  levels  and  could  be  used  to  maintain  the  wild  horse 
population  (either  increase  or  decrease)  at  a  use  level  consistent 
with  the  2,101  AUMs  provided  to  wild  horses  In  the  long  term. 

The  alternatives  described  in  this  document  are  just  that,  alternatives. 
The  amount  of  forage  produced  on  the  range  is  divided  differently 
in  each  alternative  among  the  various  consumer  animals.   In  each 
alternative,  the  total  available  forage  that  can  be  consumed  while 
improving  range  condition  is  allocated.   Jumping  between  alternatives 
to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  significantly  greater 
quantitltes  of  forage  available  for  wild  horses  is  an  erroneous 
analysis. 

The  use  of  condition  and  trend  data  for  the  entire  resource  area  is 
not  valid  In  analyzing  resource  conditions  on  the  wild  horse  range. 
Vegetation  within  the  443,979  acre  wild  horse  range  is  mostly  in 
fair  condition  (278,875  acres)  with  139,614  and  25,490  acres  in 
poor  and  good  condition  respectively.   Range  trend  is  57,321  acres 
declining,  373,165  acres  static,  and  13,493  acres  improving. 

Wild  horses  cannot  be  moved  from  one  area  to  another  like  cattle. 
Horse  bands  tend  to  prefer  the  same  sites  and  congregate  on  these 
areas.   Sites  receiving  concentrated  horse  use  are  generally  the 
areas  that  are  in  poor  condition  or  in  fair  condition  with  a  downward 
trend.   Range  management  must  be  targeted  to  problem  sites  within 
each  allotment  before  these  problems  spread  to  surrounding  areas. 
Because  of  their  wild  free-roaming  nature  and  habitat  requirements, 
a  relatively  small  population  of  horses  on  a  large  allotment  with  a 
limited  amount  of  preferred  wild  horse  habitat  can  severly  overgraze 
these  preferred  sites. 

The  long  term  population  level  for  wild  horses  used  in  Alternative 
A  was  based  upon  the  multiple  use  recommendation  made  in  the  land 
use  plan  for  the  White  River  Resource  Area.   The  long  term  increases 
in  livestock  grazing  use  are  those  that  are  expected  to  result  from 
reduced  livestock  grazing  use,  reduced  wild  horse  grazing  use  on 
allotments  with  wild  horses,  improved  livestock  grazing,  management 
facilities,  and  vegetation  manipulations. 

Refer  to  the  responses  to  comments  A,  B,  and  D  above  for  the  rationale 
for  the  proposed  reductions  and  management  of  wild  horses. 
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The  projected  long  term  AUMs  available  to  livestock  on  allotments 
without  wild  horses  would  be  the  same  under  both  Alternative  A  and 
Alternative  F.   However,  the  difference  between  alternatives  would 
occur  on  the  14  allotments  which  have  wild  horses.   The  14,481  AUM 
difference  in  Alternative  A  and  7   would  have  adverse  impacts  on  the 
15  livestock  operations  using  those  allotments. 

The  costs  of  implementing  Alternative  A  and  Alternative  F  excluding 
the  costs  of  wild  horse  removals  would  be  $5,745,159  for  Alternative 
A  and  $5,220,195  for  Alternative  F,  a  9  percent  difference.   Wild 
horse  removals  under  Alternatives  A  and  F  would  be  $319,010  and 
$740,000  respectively.   Total  costs  of  implementing  Alternatives  A 
and  F  respectively  would  be  $6,064,169  and  $5,960,195,  a  2  percent 
difference.   (Refer  to  revised  cost  analysis.) 

The  Final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  the  costs  of  wild  horse 
removals  under  each  alternative. 

The  DEIS  evaluated  the  impacts  of  the  vegetation  allocation  and 
livestock  management  recommendations  made  in  the  land  use  plan  and 
not  the  specific  management  plans  (allotment  management  plans,  wild 
horse  management  plans,  wild  horse  removal  plans,  etc.)  which  are 
to  be  developed  after  the  management  decisions  are  made  following 
approval  of  the  Final  EIS. 

A  removal  plan  for  the  Resource  Area  has  been  developed  and  will  be 
implemented  in  August  1980  to  remove  220  wild  horses  because  of 
declining  resource  conditions.   The  removal  plan  was  developed  and 
will  be  implemented  to  reverse  declining  resource  conditions.   This 
removal  plan  has  received  a  site  specific  EA  which  has  been  approved. 

The  removal  plans  which  are  to  be  developed  or  which  have  been 
developed  will  receive  a  site  specific  environmental  assessment 
prior  to  implemenation  of  each  plan.   This  site  specific  environmental 
assessment  procedure  in  each  plan  is  in  compliance  of  CEQ  regulations 
and  NEPA  mandates. 


J.    Refer  to  the  responses  in  comments  A  and  B  above 
K.    Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  I  above. 
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SUITE  230  LIVESTOCK  EXCHANGE  BUILDING  /  DENVER.  COLORADO  80216  /  TELEPHONE  623-4347 


June    17,    1980 


Mr.  Charles  W.  Luscher 

Acting  Director,  Colorado  BLM 

Room  700,  Colorado  State  Bank  Building 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  CO  80202 

Dear  Bill, 

Enclosed   are  comments    the  .Colorado  Cattlemen's   Association 
would    like    to  submit   on    the   Draft   Environmental    Impact 
Statements   for    the  Gunnison   and  White  River    Resource  Areas. 

You  will   note   in   review   of   the  comments   that   our   chief   concerns 
are   the    increased    forage   allocations    to  wildlife   and   the  deter- 
mination of    trend    range   conditions.      These   specific   concerns 
expressed    in   more   detail   in    the  comments    for    each   respective 
resource  area. 

We  appreciate  the  time  and  effort  put  forth  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  in  Colorado  and  the  project  teams.  For  that 
effort,   we  commend  you. 

Also,  we'd  like  to  say  thanks  for  your  cooperation.  It  is 
indeed  appreciated,  and  we  look  forward  to  the  same  in  the 
future. 


0<nnttC?i{ 

UARGAAET  HAUL 

0tn«fgll?lE 


Sincerely, 


David   G,    Rice,    Jr. 
Executive  Vice-President 
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June    16,    1980 


211  Livesiock  (.^change  Building 

Phone  629-6448 

Denver,  Culorado   80216 


Mr,  Charles  W.  Luscher 
Acting  Director,  Colorado  B.L.M. 
Colorado  State  Bank  Building 
Room  700,  1600  Broadway 
Denver,  Colorado,  80202 

Dear  Mr.  Luscher: 

The  Colorado  Wool  Growers  Association  along  with  the  Colorado  Cattlemen's 
Association  submit   the  enclosed  comments  on  the  Draft  E.I.S.  for  the  White 
River  and  Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Areas. 

These  comments  were  reviewed  by  the  C.C.A./C.W.G.A.  Range  Management 
Information  Steering  Committee.   Of  primary  concern  in  each  resource  area  is 
the  allocation  of  vegetation  between  livestock  and  wildlife.   There  seems  to 
be  certain  inequities  in  those  allocations  that  favor  wildlife  over  livestock. 
We  are  in  favor  of  a  system  that  would  adequately  allocate  forage  between  livestock 
and  wildlife. 

We  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  and  we  appreciate 
the  cooperation  and  consideration  you  have  given  us  now  and  in  the  past,  and  we 
look  forward  to  this  continued  relationship. 


£^W 


<££*»      $*//<* 


Nick  Theoa 

Public  Lands  Representative 


Chris  Jouflas 
President 
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THIS  IS  A  STATEMENT  PROPOSED  AND  SUBMITTED  BY 

the  COLORADO  CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION  and 

ENDORSED  BY  THE 

COLORADO  CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION/COLORADO  WOOL  GROWERS  ASSOCIATION 

RANGE  MANAGEMENT  INFORMATION  STEERING  COMMITTEE 

We  offer  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
on  the  White  River  Resource  Area. 

We  feel  the  Bureau  has  satisfied  the  requirements  of  the  NRDC  suit  in  pre- 
paration  of  the  statement. 

We  also  commend  the  statement  as  it  deals  with  the  unique  problems  which  are 
created  by  a  wild  horse  population  within  a  resource  area.   We  feel  the  proposed 
reductions  are  definitely  a  must  to  insure  a  sound,  positive  range  improvement 
program  in  these  areas  where  horses  have  previously  congregated. 
"—   We  are  also  very  concerned  that  livestock  cuts  are  being  proposed  prior  to 
actual  -use^3ata  being  collected.   We  feel  it  is  imperative  that  adequate  base 
line  data  be  available  before  recommending  or  imposing  a  cut  in  livestock  numbers 
or  AUM's.   We  definitely  oppose  the  use  of  "one  time  allotment  survey's"  to  deter- 
mine range  condition  and  range  carrying  capacities.   To  make  adequate  determina- 
tions of  these  factors  involves  the  use  of  past  grazing  history,  trend  plots,  and 
utilization  surveys  conducted  over  a  period  of  years. 

f Range  improvements  should  be  funded  and  put  on  the  ground  as  quickly  as 

[possible  to  implement  needed  range  management  programs. 

We  feel  that  forage  allocations  between  livestock  and  wildlife  are  not  fairly 
being  dealt  with.   Livestock  numbers  have  already  been  allocated  according  to 
available  forage  during  recent  years.   Now  It  seems  that  any  further  reduct-ons 
are  also  being  absorbed  by  the  same  livestock  industry.   The  proposed  action  recom- 
mends a  reduction  of  27,000  AUM's  livestock  grazing,  from  136, 02B  to  102,003  AUM's, 
while  wildlife  requirements  are  not  reduced  .at  all.   We  feel  that  the  wildlife 
numbers  should  absorb  their  fair  share  of  any  proposed  reductions  in  forage  allo- 
cations, and  should  also  have  their  numbers  held  consistent  with  the  available 
winter  range  within  the  area.   We  also  should  remember  that  a  major  portion  of 
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wildlife  winter  range  requirements  are  provided  by  private  land. 

Riparian  habitat  has  been  discussed  at  many,  if  not  most,  EIS  hearings.   We 
have  observed  several,  if  not  all,  of  the  areas  of  environmental  concern  on  all 
the  EIS  areas  for  Colorado  and  know  these  have  been  over  emphasized.   First, 
riparian  habitat  has  been  incorrectly  evaluated.   It  is  not  a  climax  community, 
but  one  subject  to  constant  change;  from  extreme  dry  to  flooding,  from  heavy  use 
to  non-use  and  from  soil  blowing  to  water  born  silt  deposition.   These  changes  or 
fluctuations  in  riparian  habitat  have  not  been  livestock  caused,  but  have  occurred 
over  time  and  will  continue  to  do  so  no  matter  what  the  management  or  level  of 
grazing.   The  impact  of  riparian  habitat  has  not  been  properly  stated  in  the  EIS. 
Streambanks  we  have  observed  have  not  been  excessively  unstable.   They  are  an  ever 
occurring  part  of  geologic  erosion,  roost  use  observed  was  winter  elk  use  of  willow 
species  and  not  domestic  livestock  trampling  and  overgrazing.   We  would  urge 
everyone  interested  in  public  lands  and  riparian  habitat  to  be  aware  of  their 
unstable  nature,  that  by  their  very  nature  they  do  erode,  that  there  is  cutting 
and  silt  deposition,  that  they  range  from  very  wet  to  very  dry  and  that  this  is  not 
necessarily  livestock  or  big  game  use  caused.   It  is  just  a  natural  phenomenon  as 
was  Ht.  St,  Helensl 

BLM  range  haB  frequently  received  presB  coverage  related  to  the  large  per- 
centage in  poor  and  fair  condition.   On  questioning,  it  has  been  determined  that 
this  designation  was  given  land  that,  by  its  very  nature,  was  poorly  suited  to 
livestock  grazing,  not  because  it  was  ecologically  considered  to  be  in  poor  condi- 
tion.  There  is  a  tremendous  difference  between  these  two.   Poor  condition  eco- 
logically is  caused  by  too  much  grazing.   Poor  condition  related  to  suitability 
for  livestock  grazing  probably  was  always  in  this  state  and  is  not  related  to  past 
livestock  or  game  use.   It  is  just  poor  range  because  ofj  steep  slopes,  poorly 
developed  soils,  no  water,  or  whatever  the  causej  but  certainly  not  because  of 
heavy  livestock  use  or  poor  management.   We  will  be  much  more  sympathetic  with  the 
hUi   when  useage  of  range  conditions  descriptive  terms  are  used  as  they  were  meant 
to  be.   When  land  has  a  limited  production  potential,  state  it  as  suchj  but  when 
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it  ie  in  poor  condition  because  of  past  grazing  use,  either  domestic  or  wildlife, 
also  state  that  as  such?  but  don't  confuse  the  two  by  calling  it  all  poor  or  fair 
conditions. 

Apparent  trend,  whatever  that  means,  has  concerned  us.   Trend  is  a  long  term 
measurement  of  the  improvement  or  decline  in  range  condition.   It  cannot  be 
measured  with  only  one  observation  or  visit  to  a  site,  but  must  be  considered 
over  time.   Once  again,  we  are  aware  of  the  time  constraints  ordered  in  the  pre- 
paration of  EIS's  but,  we  have  looked  at  land  and  are  familiar  with  our  own  allot- 
ments and  note  that  frequently  trend  has  been  designated  as  downward.   This  has 
to  be  short  trend,  because  we  all  know  that  trend  or  improvement  in  condition  has 
been  primarily  upward  on  almost  all  BLH  land  since  the  1934  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 
We  are  also  aware  of  the  drought  conditions  existing  in  1977-78  and  feel  these  are 
responsible  for  the  apparent  downward  trend  expressed  by  recent  EIS's.   We  feel 
that  short  terra  trend  should  be  properly  related  to  drought  conditions  that  existed 
during  the  range  inventory  and  not  inferred  as  long  term. 
In  summary,  we  submit  the  following  comments: 

1.  We  commend  the  BLM  for  their  recommendations  on  the  wild  horse  problem. 

2.  We  object  to  reductions  being  made  in  livestock  numbers  which  are  based  on 
range  surveys  that  lack  long  term  data  to  support  these  reductions.   Any 
reductions  must  be  verified  by  the  use  of  trend  plots  and  utilization 
survey's  which  are  conducted  over  a  number  of  years.   This  base  line  data 
will  provide  the  information  with  which  sound  decisions  can  be  made. 

3.  Range  improvements  need  full  and  adequate  funding, 

4.  We  feel  forage  allocations  between  livestock  and  wildlife  are  not  dealt 
with  adequately.   Livestock  AUM'e  have  taken  recent  reductions  during 
forage  allocation  surveys  and  it  is  not  time  to  take  wildlife  numbers  into 
consideration.   We  should  have  necessary  reductions  in  available  forage 
allocations  for  wildlife  which  are  consistent  with  a  balance  in  Spring/ 
Summer  use  and  definitely  correlated  with  available  winter  range  require- 
ments. 


5.   Riparian  Habitat  has  been  inadequately  dealt  with. 


Respectfully  submitted  by  the  Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  17 

Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association/Colorado  Wool  Grower's  Associati 


As  noted  on  page  9  (DEIS),  range  surveys  were  used  to  estimate 
livestock  grazing  capacities,  and  forage  production  and  utilization 
studies  will  be  conducted  during  the  three  year  livestock  adjust- 
ment period  in  an  effort  to  arrive  at  proper  grazing  capacities  at 
the  end  of  the  three  year  period.   In  addition,  these  studies  would 
continue  on  intensively  managed  units  to  evaluate  and  make  neces- 
sary adjustments  in  that  management. 

Refer  to  response  to  comment  F  of  Comment  Letter  22. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  requires  that 
uses  on  public  lands  be  allocated  through  land  use  planning. 
Management  recommendations  developed  through  land  use  planning,  on 
which  this  EIS  is  based,  recommend  that  existing  wildlife  popula- 
tions in  the  White  River  Resource  Area  be  maintained  by  providing 
their  required  forage  and  habitat  needs.   Also,  the  land  use  plan 
recommends  establishing  studies  that  would  determine  the  capacity 
of  available  winter  ranges  for  deer  and  elk  and  maintaining  deer 
and  elk  populations  at  existing  levels  until  such  studies  are 
complete. 

Public  lands  in  the  White  River  Resource  Area  support  59  percent  of 
the  elk  populations  which  occur  on  winter  ranges,  75  percent  of  the 
deer  populations  which  occur  on  winter  range,  and  81  percent  of  the 
deer  populations  which  occur  on  critical  winter  ranges  (DEIS,  pages 
67,  69). 

Whether  or  not  the  riparian  community  is  at  climax  is  a  debatable 
point  that  is  Inconsequential  to  the  scope  of  the  DEIS.   The  fact 
that  the  riparian  community  represents  one  of  the  most  diverse 
ecosystems  in  the  entire  rangeland  warrants  Its  special  treatment. 

The  fact  that  these  communities  do  undergo  change  cannot  be  dis- 
puted, however,  it  is  the  judgement  of  many  professionals  who  have 
studied  this  subject  that  some  of  the  more  dramatic  changes  are 
man-induced.   It  is  certainly  agreed  that  the  climatic  fluctuations 
play  a  large  part  in  the  changes  that  occur  in  riparian  areas, 
however,  to  say  that  livestock  play  no  part  is  incorrect.   Riparian 
zones  are  desirable  areas  because  of  the  availability  of  water, 
more  palatable  forage,  amount  of  shade,  and  flatter,  less  rocky 
terrain.   Livestock  will  naturally  congregate  in  these  areas  unless 
water  and  forage  are  supplied  elsewhere. 

The  statement  that  streambanks  are  not  "excessively  unstable"  is 
also  incorrect.   Most  streams  in  the  EIS  area  flow  through  gullies 
that  may  have  vertical  walls  as  high  as  30  feet.   While  "geologic 
erosion"  is  the  process  that  maintains  this  state  of  instability, 
denuded  streambanks  caused  by  excessive  use,  agitates  this  instability 
to  further  deteriorate. 


It  is  true  that  winter  elk  use  of  willows  can  be  detrimental  to 
riparian  habitat.   However,  only  one  elk  winter  concentration  area 
(along  Missouri  Creek)  was  found  to  overlap  with  riparian  habitat 
in  this  EIS  area.   Inventories  conducted  by  both  BLM  and  Colorado 
DOW  personnel  found  that  almost  all  poor  condition  riparian  habitat 
was  in  association  with  areas  of  heavy  livestock  use. 

Range  condition  as  used  in  the  draft  EIS  has  been  revised  to  re- 
flect condition  on  lands  suitable  to  livestock  and  on  lands  unsuit- 
able to  livestock. 

Ecological  condition  analysis  would  require  a  survey  of  the  area  to 
determine  the  vegetation  as  compared  to  the  potential  vegetation 
the  area  could  produce.  Potential  vegetation  information  was  not 
available  for  the  preparation  of  the  EIS.  For  the  White  River  EIS, 
information  on  range  conditions  for  livestock  grazing  was  available 
and  therefore  used  as  an  analysis  tool.  In  future  EISs  where  data 
is  adequate,  the  ecological  condition  will  be  determined. 

Only  13  percent  of  the  public  land  acres  are  in  a  downward  trend 
with  85  percent  stable  and  2  percent  improving  (DEIS,  page  58). 
Trend  measurements  of  approximately  H  percent  of  the  public  lands 
is  long  term  trend,  however,  the  remainder  is  short  term  or  one 
point  in  time  trend  measurements  taken  during  drought  conditions 
(DEIS,  page  303) . 

Refer  to  responses  to  comments  A  through  G  above. 
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SOCIETY  FOR  RANGE  MANAGEMENT 

2878  Texas  Ave.,  Grand  Junction,  CO   81501 

COLORADO  SECTION 

May  30,  1980 
B.  Curtis  Smith,  Area  Manager 
USDI  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  928 
Meeker,  Colorado   81641 

Dear  Curtis, 

It  has  been  my  priviledge  as  a  Society  for  Range  Management  member  to  review  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed  White  River  Resource  Area 
Crazing  Management  Program. 

You  and  your  staff  are  to  be  commended  on  exploring  all  the  various  possibilities 
for  the  best  of  the  total  resources.   I  agree  that  Alternative  A  is  the  most 
preferred . 

The  A  Alternative  indeed  covers  the  multiple  use  concept  and  allows  for  flexibility 
during  implementation,  which  is  good. 

As  the  objectives  of  Alternative  A  are  implemented,  I  am  sure  it  will  be  for  the 
good  of  the  White  River  Resource  Area. 


Sincerely, 

Harmon  S.  Hodgkinso 


Ross  L.  Campbell,  Pres.  Colorado  Section 
Floyd  Kinsinger,  Denver  SRM  Office 


& 


Wilderness  Workshop 

of  the  Colorado  Open  Space  Council 


2239    East   Colla 


Colorado   BO206    • {303|  399-VHW.D 


Harv  Pearson,  District  Manager  June  13,  1980 

Craig  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  248 

455  Emerson  St'. 

Cra  ig , Co lorado   8162  5 

Dear  Harv, 

I  am  commenting  on  the  White  River  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (hereafter  DES)  for  the  Wilderness  Workshop  of 
the  Colorado  Open  Space  Council- 
*       We  are  especially  concerned  with  2  aspects  of  the  proposed  alternative  A: 

1)  The  drastic  reduction  in  the  Wild  Horse  herd,  as  a  result  of  the  reduction 
in  wildhorse  range.  We  feel  that  such  a  reduction,  of  75%,  is  unwarranted. 
Surely  management  objectives  of  providing  cattle  forage  and  maintaining  the 
range  ace  compatible  with  the  preservation  of  the  wildhorses.We  urge  that  the 
.selected  alternative  not  eradicate  the  wildhorse  herd. 

'   2)  All  of  the  vegetative  manipulations  planned  in  the  area,  specifically  in 
the  BL>i' s  Proposed  WSAs .  Even  though  the  DES  states  that  practices  not  compat- 
ible with  eventual  Wilderness  designation  will  not  be  allowed,  excessively  many 
support  facilities  and  man ipulat tens  are  proposed  for  the  White  River  WSAs.  We 
request  that  the  cumulative  impact  of  these  projects  be  examined  to  determine 
their  effect  on  Wilderness  characteristics, 

We  are  worried  that  ,  with  grazing  projects  (stock  ponds,  springs, pipes,  and 
wells)  and  vegetative  manipulations  covering  the  entire  resource  area,  not 
enough  lands  will  be  spared  the  impacts  of  developement ,  and  be  preserved  in  a 
natural  condition.  We  therefore  request  that  grazing  developements  and  manipu- 
lations he  limited  in  WSAs. 
1 —  Thank  you , 

Norm  Mullen,  BLH  Wilde 


ss  Coordinator 


C.O.S.C.  Wilderness  Workshop 
Colorado  B.L.M.  Wilderness  Coalition 


on  100°.  recycled  p. 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  19 
C.O.S.C.  Wilderness  Workshop 


See  response  to  comment  A  of  Comment  Letter  16  (American  Horse 
Protection  Association). 


See  response  to  comment  C  of  Comment  Letter  8  (Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency) . 


CJ1 
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June  18.  19&0 


J.x.  B.  Curtis  Smith 

U5DI   Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  925 

I.  eeker  ,  Colo.    61541 


Tnis  content  is  in  response  to  the  Draft  EIS  of  April  23, 
1980  for  the  '.Vhi-fce  River  Resource  Area. 

'As"  the  alternatives  are  j.ow  written,  none  is  completely 
satisfactory.   With  the  exception  of  Alternative  3,  the  first 
and  foremost  requirement  is  a  further  reduction  of  Livestock 
AUK' s.   With  the  range  improvements  listed  in  Alternative  A 
this  would  not  be  required  and  certainly  not  desirable  for 
either  the  stockman  or  the  community. 

It  is  a  demonstrated  fact  that  sagebrush  eradication  increases 
the  more  desirable  livestock  and  wildlife  feed  dramatically 
the  first  year  with  no  requirement  for  non-use  of  the  land 
prior  to  grazing.   This  was  proven  in  the  3quare-S  spraying 
program  and  in  my  own  spraying  program. 

Chaining  the  pinyou-Jur.iper  areas  is  also  a  beneficial  tool 
as  reflected  in  both  the  EIS  {page  59 ,  col.  1,  para.  5)  and 
in  practice  in  the  piceance  Creek  Area.   A  definite  need  for 
Chaining  has  been  established  due  so  the  lack  of  fires  (page  69 
col.  1,  ptira.  1)  - 

The  water  developments  are  also  a  very  beneficial  tool  for 
lessening  the  grazing  impact  around  natural  water  by 
livestock,  wildlife  and  wild  horses.   Overuse  in  the  immediate 
areas  bordering  both  natural  and  developed  water  (page  57, 
col.  2,  para.  6),  is  a  natural  fact  of  life  and  will 
continue  to  be  so  regardless  of  the  Alternative  chosen. 
However,  the  more  developed  water  there  is,  The  less  impact 
on  any  given  area. 
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At  the  present  allotment  of  AuT's,  ^ost  range  has  been 
improving,  not  declining.   This  is  especially  true  of  the  Fawn 
Creek  Allotment  06O2A   and  the  Ryan  Gulch  Allotments  $    6027 
and  5C26.   As  a  very  good  example,  refer  to  the  picture  on 
page  61  of  the  grassland  type  on  Cathedral  Bluffs^  Fifteen 
years  ago  these  same  knobs  were  totally  devoid  of  any  grass 
and  fine  shale  "drifts"  were  cor.;:on.   Row  the  hills  are 
covered  with  grasses  and  forbes  with  the  amount  increasing 
each  year. 

The  range  surveys-  used  as  the  basis  for  the  classification 

of  the  range  conditions  were  taken  in  drought  years  as  is  noted 

in  the  iI3.   However,  there  is  not  one  person  on  the  staff  of 

the  SIS  Team  that  has  been  in  the  area  long  enough  to  give 

the  proper  weight  to  the  condition  of  the  range  due  to  drought, 

and  to  be  able  to  see  the  dramatic  improvement  of  the  range 

over  the  past  few  decades. 

If  the-  wild  horses  were  reduced  in  number  and  controlled  at 
a  reasonable  level,  the  range  would  be  able  to  improve    even 
faster  in  the  areas  they  inhabit.   The  destruction  they  are 
causing  is  very  evident  in  the  Wolf  Ridge  area.   The  need  for 
control  is  adrritted  in  the  SIS  (page  35, col. 2,  para.  2)  so 
the  proper  thing  to  do  would  be  to  implement  controls 
before  the  numbers  get  completely  out  of  hand.   In  Alternative 
7  the  optimum  numbers  of  horses  for  that  proposal  is  between 
700  and  1,125.   However,  if  the  original  700  horses  were 
allowed  to  increase  unchecked,  the  resulting  number  of 
horsec  would  be  2-3  times  the  maximum.   It  is  time  to  be  real- 
istic about  the  wild  horse  population. 

Alternative  D,  while  it  would  seem  to  be  the  best  for  the 
livestock  Industry,  could  cause  a  backlash  that  would  result 
in  the,  total  removal  of  all  Livestock  AUK'S  and  maybe 
rightly  so.   The  livestock  Industry  no  more  deserves  total 
use  of  3L:.:  ground  than  do  the  hunters,  hikers,  wild  horses, 
or  other  users.   multiple  Use  is  an  admitted  concept  of 
BIT.':  ground. 

Therefore,  because  of  the  way  the  Alternatives  are  drawn 
up,  I  would  urge  and  cast  my  vote  for  the  adoption  of 
Alternative  B,  with  the  hope  that  range  improvement  for 
both  livestock  and  wildlife  be  a  possibility  of  the  future. 

Sincerely  yours, 


-V.  Brerman 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  20 
C.  W.  Brennan 


Reductions  were  based  on  available  range  survey  data  collected  from 
1941  to  1973,  transect  data  in  the  1977  drought  year,  and  profes- 
sional judgement.   BLH  realizes  that  better  data  was  needed  but  was 
not  available.   Therefore,  the  three  year  monitoring  program  was 
proposed  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  proposed  reductions.   No 
doubt  the  results  will  be  variable  as  will  the  level  of  actual 
reductions.   Range  improvements  proposed  under  Alternative  A  are 
expected  to  alleviate  the  magnitude  of  proposed  reductions  in  many 
areas  and,  in  some  cases,  help  eliminate  the  need  for  reductions. 
However,  improvements  in  some  areas  would  be  ineffective.   The 
three  year  monitoring  program,  with  gradual  reductions  over  three 
years,  and  all  management  techniques  proposed  under  Alternative  A 
will  identify  problems  and  arrive  at  a  solution  that  will  minimize 
adverse  impacts. 

Sagebrush  treatments  are  Initially  proposed  on  decadent  sagebrush 
stands  with  little  or  no  desirable  understory  production.   In  these 
areas,  post-treatment  rest  for  two  years  would  be  required  to  allow 
either  for  natural  regeneration  or  for  seedling  establishment 
should  the  area  be  seeded.   Appendix  A,  page  234,  paragraph  4 
(DEIS)  establishes  this  rest  period  but  also  states  that  grazing 
would  be  terminated  until  understory  vegetation  became  well  estab- 
lished.  In  the  case  of  spraying  more  open  sagebrush  stands,  the 
two  year  rest  requirement  may  not  be  necessary. 

Range  condition  and  trend  information  in  Appendix  E,  Table  E-I 
(DEIS,  page  305)  shows  that  only  2.8  percent  (3,203  acres)  of  the 
total  acreage  of  the  three  allotments  mentioned  is  declining  in 
trend  and  all  of  this  acreage  occurs  on  the  Fawn  Creek  allotment 
(6024).   Most  of  this  declining  acreage  is  due  to  poor  livestock 
distribution.   Fourteen  water  developments  are  proposed  on  the  Fawn 
Creek  allotment  to  help  alleviate  this  problem. 

Unfortunately,  range  condition  and  trend  data  were  taken  at  one 
point  in  time  and  not  consistently  over  past  decades.   The  proposed 
monitoring  and  studies  programs  will,  hopefully,  provide  this 
information  in  the  future  and  demonstrate  the  Improvement  which  has 
been  noted  by  rangemen  who  have  lived  here  for  many  years. 

Wild  horse  populations  exceeding  the  maximum  number  of  1,125  under 
Alternative  F  would  be  removed  as  stated  on  page  24  under  Alternative 
F  -  Optimize  Wild  Horses.   Control  of  wild  horse  populations  are 
also  proposed  under  the  other  alternatives. 
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Bureau    of   Land  Management 

P.O.    Box    923 

Meeker,  Colorado  81641 


May  £1 ,  1980 


RE;    Draft    Environmental    Impact   Statement 
White   River   Resource  Area 
Grazing  Management 

This   le   a   comment   on    the  above   to   be   considered  with   the 
public    imput   for   the  Final   Environmental   Iopact   Statement. 

There    la   one   Alternative   that   is   practical   and   keeps 
WILD  HORSES    on    their   original    range    -    Alt.     "F71^ 

Although  you    emphasize    the    similarity    between   Alt.     "A" 
and    "F"    (Blmllar    costs    and    lmpect)    your   choice    of    title 
(Optimize   Wild   Horses)    Is        very      unfortunate,    and   I 
suspect  not    quite    a    coincidence!       It  will    automatically 
turn   off   any   rancher  who  may   not  have    tine   to   read   It  and 
compare    It   with  Alt.     "A". 

/         How   can  you   favor   horses ; "horses   given  preference   over 
5    livestock    in  allocating  vegetation"  when  cattle   get  94,388   AUMs 
li-IORE  than   horses t 

Alt.  "C"    Is   of  course  a   total   loss;      it  provides  no 
Income   for  rancherB,    requires    tnem    to   pey   for   fencing. 
It  would  provide   range   improvement   for   the   most  acres,    though. 
I   do  not  wish   to    see   cattle  end   sheep   raised   In   confinement 
^ factory    farming)   nor   see    the  private   land   subdivided. 

B(  I    do    have    questions:       wasn't   CHAINING-  prohibited   by    EPA? 

[Doesn't   chaining   disturb   wells   and  aquifer? 

D(         When  you  sell    wood:    what  about   the   damage   done   by    trucks, 
F    cutting  and  logging?      You  mention   that  aspen-shrub   range    takes 
"Iten  years    to   recoveran   Colorado. 
/  What  happens    If  you   get  started  on   an   alternative   and 

TCongrees   doesn't   allocate   enough  funds    to   finish   it? 

m(         Is    tr.ere   really   a   fence    that   "accomodates   big  game    ..." 
y   and    ...     "    haB   minimal    Impact  on   horse   movement"? 


i 


If    "manipulating  within    the  wild  horse  rance  will    be 
greater"   why  will   deslreable    species   of   vegetation   "occur 
{only    In  areas        o  u    t   s   1   d  e      the   wild   horse  rtnge"?    (p.214) 

§If  it   is  necessary    to   build    119   miles   of   fences    "to    improve 
estock  distribution"   and    these    fences   would   increase   deer 
tality:      could  not   enough  gates   be   left  open    (p. 231)   along 
ratory    routes   after   the   cattle/sheep   leave   in   the   fall   and 
sed  after   the  deer   spring  ulgration? 

All   the  proposed  alternatives    (except    'do  nothing1    C) 
represent  a   lot  of  manipulation.         When    the  range   Is    listed 
as   in   good  condition,    Is    It   absolutely   necessary? 

That  leads   to    the   following   Inquiry:      the  present  horse 
range   is   listed  as    fair    (278,875   acres)   poor   139,614  good 
(25,490).      Assuming   the   wild   horses   are   territorial   the   range 
Is   still   predominently   FAIR.      So    why   restrict   the   horses    to 
107,000   acres,    such  a    small  area   for  year-round  use? 

'         How   do   you   explain    the   discrepancy    In  numbers   of  horses 
to  be   restricted  on   the    107,000   acres* 

Alt.     "A"    =    90    -    140    heads 

Alt.    "D"   =   52  heads 

Alt.     "E"    =    416-    450    heads? 

'         Even  under  Alt.    "F"    favorable   to    the  wild  horses  you  propose 
to   remove    "120   to    140  heads   per  year  per  area   for   four  manage- 
ment areas"   =  480    to   560   heads    every    four  years,    while    today ' b 
population  you   estimate   at  625   heads.       Such  an   increase    in    the 
horse   population  must  be   guess   work.      How   do  you   explain    that 
the   wild  horses  population   has   regained  a"  t  a  b  1  e        In 

A    and   B,    Square    S   allotement    since    19747    (p.  171)    •       Unless 
there   are   Illegal   round-ups, 

/      ""  Another  mystery:      Alt.    "C"    Wxileh  would  eliminate   cattle, 
provides   for  500   heads   of  wild   horses    (p.181).        Alt.    "F"   WITH 
[cattle   allotments    Is    to    support  700   -    1,125  heads   of   horses    I 

Reaoval  of  wild  horses  is  a  touchy  subject.  As  you  ecLait, 
death  ra.te  from  accidents  may  exceed  the  3  percent  at  Douglas 
Mountain. 

The   cropping  you    suggest   would   theoretically   place   30  heads 
of  horses    In  each  allotment.       If   20   died    (as   did  in  pasture   C, 
Square   S  78/79    (p.  149))    ten  horses   would  not  be   a  viable   pop- 
ulation assuming   the   dead  would  be   the   old  and  very   young. 
Removal   will   disrupt   bands;    how   can  you  assure    that   the    30 
horses   per   allotment  are  not   a    group   of  bachelors ,    or  mares 
with  foals   without  a   dominent   stud?      Or   Just   odds   and   ends    of 
unrelated   individuals   not  compatible    to    form  a   cohesive   society? 
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As    to   horses   crossing  over   to  avoid   Inbreeding  -   it  doesn't 
sesa   likely    that   they    travel   far   if  pastures  A  and  E   In 
Squsre   S  were   grazed     below     capacity   and   in  pasture   C 
horses    starved   to   death.      Unless    there   are  insurmountable   physical 
obstacles   between    these   areas. 

I    am    definitely    In    f=vor    of    kftpplnj    t.ha   ajlfl   herds    on    their 
Ijrlnal    44^i.Q7Q    fcrpg,     inasmuch  as    in    Alt.     "F"   you    state    that 
optlalzlng   wild  horses   would        benefit     other  resource 
uses' .      Even   Nevada   when   recommending  reduction   in   horse 
populations   Xt  does      NOT     include  reducing  the  horse  rtnje. 

With   this   specification,    a   compromise   could  be    reached 
between  your  preferred  Alt.    "a"   and  Alt.    "F".      Income   from 
gaae   is    the    same,    range    improvement  varies   by   -164,000   acres, 
initial   cost  for    "F"  would  be   less   by    $324,964  and  yearly 
maintenance  would.be   reduced  by  #37,222. 

As    to   Alt.    "£"    the    "other  Resources"   would  not  benefit 
horses,    nor  livestock   and  would   still   limit   the  horses   to    that 
magical    number   of    107,000   acres. 

Alt.    "D"   in  favor   of   livestock   is    too   far  out.      The   differences 
in  AUMs   for. horses    (-    1,304)    and  for   game    (deer  -\9jt>,    elk 
-55^  and   antelope   -53$)      does   NOT  correspond  to    the    "multiple 
use  concept". 


Again,    I   do  not  wish   to    "run    the  ranchers   out  of  business"; 
but   I   DO   want   the  wild   horses    to   get  a    fair   shake   on    their 
full    range    they    are    enjoying    today. 


Sincerely   yours, 


Georgle   Lelghton 

Box    1431 

Aspen,    CO     8l6l1 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  21 
Georgle  Lelghton 


Alternative  F  would  favor  horses  by  allowing  the  herd  size  to 
increase  to  700  to  1,125  head  and  by  allocating  sufficient  fora 
for  this  increase. 


B.  PInyon-juniper  chaining  has  not  been  prohibited  and  still  remains 
as  a  tool  available  to  the  land  manager  to  increase  grass  and 
browse  production.   Studies  conducted  before  and  after  chaining 
show  no  significant  change  in  runoff  from  the  site,  which  should 
have  little  affect  on  underground  water  supplies. 

C.  Presently,  wood  cutting  in  the  pinyon-juniper  is  restricted  to  dry 
soil  condition  and  would  continue.   Damage  by  trucks  during  dry 
soil  conditions  has  only  minor  impacts  on  soil  disturbance. 

Mountain  shrub  and  aspen  ranges  can  take  10  years  to  improve  from 
fair  to  good  condition  (DEIS,  page  132). 

D.  Refer  to  response  to  comment  F  of  Comment  Letter  22. 

E.  No  fences  would  be  constructed  inside  areas  that  would  remain  as 
wild  horse  range  except  under  Alternative  D  (Optimize  Livestock 
Grazing).   Fences  constructed  within  the  remaining  wild  horse 
range,  should  Alternative  D  be  implemented,  would  be  designed  to 
have  the  least  impact  on  wild  horse  movements  (DEIS,  page  31). 

All  fences  proposed  under  any  alternative  would  be  constructed  in 
accordance  with  big  game  wildlife  requirements  as  detailed  in  BLM 
Manual  1737  (DEIS,  page  231). 

F.  Alternative  F  would  increase  the  horse  population  within  the  wild 
horse  range  to  700  to  1,125  head.   The  increased  grazing  use  by 
horses  on  a  continuous  basis  and  continued  livestock  grazing  use 
(which  would  be  decreased  below  existing  levels)  during  the  authorized 
grazing  period,  would  limit  the  increase  in  desirable  species  by 

not  allowing  these  plants  the  necessary  amount  of  rest  during 
critical  growth  periods  (DEIS,  page  212).   The  increase  in  desirable 
species  would  be  less  than  the  increase  on  areas  outside  the  wild 
horse  range  (DEIS,  page  214). 

G.  In  order  to  implement  intensive  livestock  grazing  management  and 
provide  required  rest  periods  for  desirable  vegetation,  fences 
would  be  required  for  livestock  control.   The  119  miles  of  fence 
proposed  is  an  estimate  which  could  be  reduced  after  development  of 
allotment  management  plans. 
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A  site-specific  environmental  assessment  would  be  conducted  for 
each  fence  prior  to  construction.   Areas  of  heavy  big  game  wildlife 
migration  would  be  identified  and  modifications  made  to  the  fence 
design  to  mitigate  any  adverse  effects  which  would  hamper  wildlife 
migration.   Some  design  changes  could  include  deer  gates,  let-down 
fences,  reduced  fence  height,  three-wire  fence  instead  of  four-wire 
and  not  fencing  on  steep  slopes  or  areas  of  drifting  snow  (BLM 
Manual  1737) . 

Existing  range  conditions  are:  646,055  acres  poor,  996,742  acres 
fair,  and  79,009  acres  good.   Much  of  the  manipulation  (111,137 
acres)  would  occur  on  poor  and  low  fair  condition  sagebrush  and 
mountain  shrub  rangeland  which  have  a  higher  composition  of  shrubs 
than  occurs  on  ranges  in  good  condition.   Manipulation  of  these 
ranges  would  shorten  the  time  required  to  attain  good  condition 
ranges  than  under  improved  livestock"  management  alone.   Production 
of  desirable  vegetation  would  also  be  increased  in  a  shorter  period. 

Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  A  of  Comment  Letter  16. 

The  wild  horse  range  in  the  WRRA  produces  a  limited  amount  of 
forage  that  is  divided  between  various  consumer  animals.   Each 
alternative  allocates  forage  favoring  one  consumer  group  at  the 
expense  of  another.   This  accounts  for  the  variation  in  horse 
numbers  between  alternatives. 

The  107,000  acre  figure  in  the  DEIS  is  an  error  and  should  be 
148,153  acres. 

The  wild  horse  population  within  the  WRRA  has  not  remained  stable 
but  has  increased  each  year  since  the  passage  of  the  Wild  and  Free- 
Roaming  Horses  and  Burro's  Act  in  1971.   The  wild  horse  population 
on  the  lower  pastures  of  the  Square  S  Allotment  have  probably 
remained  stable  because  horses  move  out  to  more  preferred  areas. 

The  proposed  removal  of  120-140  head  of  horses  a  year  In  Alternative 
F  is  planned  to  maintain  the  number  of  horses  between  700  and  1,125 
head.   The  actual  number  removed  would  be  adjusted  by  the  actual 
increase  in  the  wild  horse  population. 

Alternative  C  would  provide  forage  for  500  to  750  wild  horses.   One 
of  the  primary  objectives  of  this  alternative  is  to  maximize  soil 
and  watershed  protection  by  improving  the  vegetation  resource  and 
by  allowing  wildlife  and  wild  horses  to  reach  a  balance  with  available 
forage  production. 

The  wild  horse  population,  which  would  be  in  balance  with  forage 
production,  was  estimated  by  range  and  wild  horse  specialists  based 
on  existing  inventory  data  available  (range  surveys).   That  population 
which  would  allow  for  the  desired  vegetation  improvements  was 
estimated  at  750  horses. 
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No  range  improvements  would  be  developed  under  Alternative  C.   The 
range  improvements  that  would  be  developed  under  Alternative  F 
would  provide  increased  watering  faculties  and  increased  forage 
production  through  vegetation  manipulations,  which  would  provide 
for  both  the  livestock  use  and  the  wild  horse  use  estimated  in 
Alternative  F. 

Based  on  previous  experience  in  the  Craig  District,  our  predicted 
death  loss  from  roundups  is  3  percent.   The  3  percent  prediction  is 
only  applicable  to  total  removal  of  horses  from  an  area.   Total 
removal  of  horses  during  the  Douglas  Mountain  roundup  resulted  in 
less  than  a  3  percent  death  loss  even  though  Inexperienced  personnel 
were  Involved.   In  the  partial  removal  of  wild  horses  at  Sand  Wash, 
no  horses  were  killed  or  had  to  be  destroyed  because  of  the  removal 
operation.   In  fact,  only  one  horse  required  veterinary  care  for  a 
cut. 

The  possibility  exists  that  more  horses  could  be  lost,  but  we  feel 
this  to  be  unlikely. 

These  horses  died  from  a  combination  of  factors  which  the  proposed 
wild  horse  management  is  designed  to  avoid.   Pasture  C  of  the 
Square  S  allotment  was  severely  overgrazed  on  ridgetops  by  116  wild 
horses.   Horses  can  move  out  of  this  pasture  to  the  west,  but  the 
north,  south,  and  east  are  controlled  by  fences.   Deep  snow  and 
cold  weather  trapped  horses  that  did  not  migrate  to  lower  country. 
The  combination  of  snow,  cold,  and  lack  of  feed  resulted  in  the 
death  of  the  weaker  horses. 


Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  A  of  Comment  Letter  16. 

Presently,  wild  horses  roam  in  small  bands.   When  horses  are  removed, 

they  would  be  gathered  by  these  small  bands.   The  horses  that  would 

remain  on  the  range  would  be  small  existing  bands  of  horses  not 
gathered. 

Refer  to  the  responses  to  comments  K  and  L  above. 

Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  A  of  Comment  Letter  16. 
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Oepartnent  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Colorado  State  Office 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 
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by 
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P-QC»B 

of  the 

on. 
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I    would    like    to    make    the    following    co-t-cen 

named   document: 

A.  There  is  data  used  In  the  development 
which  la  out-dated  and  therefore,  do- 
present  day  facta.  (ER.  Old  ranre  sur 
oolnion,  there  should  be  a  qualify  inn- 
final  draft  to  alert  the  reader  that 
information  is  not  current  and  theref 
present  an  accurate  nsp  essment  r-T  tin 
year  study  to  determine  up-to-dnte  fn> 
mandated  in  the  final  draft. 

3.   Information  was  taken  from  the  r*rnfcln"  nomltfl  and 
grazing  licansoa  for  a  period  of  yisra  in  the  mid 
1970's.   The  document  anrarentlv  vrna    comMled  under 
the  premise  that,  if  the  actunl  in"  unn  l^-ni  than  thi 
permitted  use  during  thin  time,  then  the  actual  ua« 
must  be  the  capacity  of  that  Demit.   Two  items  of 
major  importance  parallel  thin  period  of  timoj 

1,  A  period  of  drought  conditions  ard 

2.  The  down  side  of  the-  economic  cycle  to  the 
cattle  industry. 

These  two  items  were  apparently  not  considered  as  a 
logical  reason  that  active  use  was  l^ns  than  permitted 
use.   The  three  year  study  should  he  cnmrvLetid  before 
"Adjustment a  in  numbers  are  initiated. 

-A  close  evaluation  of  any  allotment  in  the  area  under 

onsideration  will  glaringly  show  areas  of  extreme  use 
and  also  areas  with  very  slight  or  no  use.   Thoro  If 
a  reason  for  this  situation  in  every  instance.   (Sr. 
lack  of  adeouate  watering  facilities)   If  some  mitl-ntlntr 

■measures  wore  taken  to  train  mor"  uniform  utilization  of 
the  forape  at  the  same  time  a  three  venr  ptudy  in  (JelnP 
conducted,  then  In  many  instances,  thero  may  be  no  need 
for  the  drastic  roduct"ion3  Indicated  In  the  document. 
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The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  conduct  onrrolng 
studies  of  the  big  frame  habitat  in  the  area  under 
consideration.   It  should  have  current  information 
independent  of  Colorado  Division  nf  Wildlife  in  ordor 
to  make  good  decisions  on  the  nuhlie  Linda.   Also,  I 
feel  there  should  be  more  study  on  the  dietary  overlap 
between  deer,  elk  and  domestic  livestock  within  the 
area  under  consideration. 

Hopefully,  this  document  will  sntlify  the  wishes  of  all 
interested  persons  so  that  the  real  business  of  ranr*e 
management  can  be  attended  to  Hy  tho  HLK  "personnel . 
I  feel  the  personnel  who  develop  and  write  the  Allotment 
Management  Plans  should  be  retained  on  through  the 
implementation  phase  and  continue  through  n  period  of 
years  of  practice  and  evaluation.   ""he  *uati  f  icntion 
being  that  most  of  the  3LV.  personnel  are  youtiR  and,  In 
order  to  develop,  they  need  tn  bo  nsocintod  with  the 
allotments  right  on  through  Implementation  and  practice 
of  the  plan. 


In  managing  the  public  lands  there 
spent  to  accomplish  the  goals  and  ■ 
However,  I  seriously  doubt  that  tho 
implement  the  various  Allotment  Man 
ever  be  made  available.   Funding  of 
a  few  significant  projects  will  pro* 
the  development  work.   The  pernltto 
asked  if  they  can  accomplish  the  hi 
development  because  there  is  no  BLM 
Now,  I  ask  this  question;   How  can 
production  by  one  fourth  to  one  hal 
due  to  Inflation,  make  principal  pa 
and  still  have  funds  to  spend  on  hi 


.■/ill  have  to  be  money 
bjectives  set  forth. 

funds  required  to 
apenent  Plans  will 

token  projects  and 
bably  be  the  size  of 
os  will,  as  before,  be 
lance  of  the 

money  available . 

i  permittee  cut  his 
f,  pay  rlsi ng  costs 
yments  on  his  debt 
permits? 


The  area  being  considered  here  Is*  alao  a  mineral  rich 
area.   Livestock  grazing  and  mineral  development  are 
generally  considered  compatible.   However,  it  appears 
that  the  USG3  can  override  the  BLM  on  surface  use. 
(En.  Drill  sites  could  be  placed  on  rocky  ridn-e  tops 
in  many  instances.   Instead  they  are  beinr  located  in 
the  more  productive  bottom  lands  with  no  attempt  to 
mitigate  that  impact  on  other  resources.)   In  my 
opinion,  the  Congress  should  anilyze  the  authorities 
of  each  agency  and  determine  which  agency  has  final 
aay  with  respect  to  the  land  surface. 

Ronp-xtfully  submitted, 


Davie  *L  Robertson 
Box  323 

Ran^ely,  Colorado  S16I4.8 
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Response  to  Comment:  Letter  22 
Davie  D.  Robertson 


BLM  recognizes  that  the  data  from  range  surveys  conducted  prior  to 
1965  are  not  as  current  as  is  desired,  especially  when  the  data  is 
the  basis  upon  which  livestock  use  adjustments  are  determined. 
However,  this  was  the  only  data  available  at  the  initiation  of  this 
EIS.   To  verify  the  accuracy  of  conclusions  drawn  from  this  data,  a 
three  year  monitoring  program  (DEIS,  page  9)  is  proposed  to  attain 
a  better  estimate  of  forage  conditions  as  they  presently  exist  and 
make  more  accurate  adjustments  in  livestock  use. 

Qualifying  statements  as  to  the  age  of  the  range  surveys  (DEIS, 
pages  9,  281)  and  the  fact  that  analysis  was  based  upon  existing 
data  (DEIS,  page  125)  are  mentioned  in  the  DEIS.   It  should  be 
noted,  however,  that  this  existing  data  was  used  as  a  baseline,  and 
that  adjustments  were  made  to  this  data,  when  it  did  not  reflect  the 
present  situation,  by  local  BLM  personnel  who  were  familiar  with 
current  conditions  (1978). 

Actual  use  data  was  used  as  a  baseline  guide  from  which  to  compare 
results  of  survey  data  and  determine  normal  use  as  influenced  by 
drought,  economic  and  other  conditions.   However,  non-use  taken  due 
co  drought  conditions  was  excluded  from  actual  use  calculations 
since  more  drought  occurred  during  the  five  year  sample  period  than 
would  normally  occur  over  a  larger  period  of  time. 

Also,  actual  use  was  not  established  as  the  absolute  maximum  use 
that  would  be  allowed.   Management  guidelines  allow  for  increases 
or  decreases  from  actual  use  if  data  from  monitoring  and  study 
programs  indicate  which  changes  in  use  are  warranted  (DEIS,  page 
9). 

Actual  use,  as  used  in  the  DEIS,  is  average  licensed  active  use  and 
was  used  in  the  DEIS  to  determine  socio-economic  impacts  of  each 
alternative  considered. 

Allotment  management  plans  for  all  EIS  area  allotments  proposed  for 
intensive  mangement  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  over  a  five  year 
period.   As  AMPs  are  written,  improvements  would  be  gradually  instal- 
led over  an  eight  year  period.   The  monitoring  and  studies  program 
will  be  carried  out  over  three  years  to  verify  the  accuracy  of 
initially  proposed  adjustments.   Monitoring  and  studies  will  be 
continued  after  the  three  year  period  to  determine  the  effects 
improvements  have  on  distribution  until  all  improvements  and 
management  plans  are  installed.   The  entire  process  will  be  one  of 
gradual  implementation  while  monitoring  the  interim  and  final 
effectiveness  of  proposed  management.   Proposed  livestock  adjust- 
ments under  present  Bureau  policy,  are  to  be  scheduled  over  a  three 
year  period  with  the  possibility,  now  under  consideration  by  the 
Bureau,  of  adjustments  being  scheduled  over  a  five  year  period. 
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Habitat  monitoring  studies  would  be  developed  concurrently  with  AMP 
monitoring  studies  on  allotments  having  big  game  wildlife  use 
(DEIS,  page  9).   Data  collected  from  these  studies  would  be  used  in 
land  use  decisions  and  recommendations  to  Colorado  DOW  on  wildlife 
adjustments. 

Presently,  it  is  not  Bureau  policy  to  encourage  employees  to  spend 

a  considerable  period  of  time  at  any  one  duty  station.   By  systematically 

developing  AMPs,  monitoring  studies,  and  flexible  grazing  management, 

results  will  be  documented  for  the  BLM  personnel  who  succeed  those 

who  developed  the  plans. 

BLM  cannot  be  assured  of  receiving  the  funds  required  to  completely 
implement  the  proposal  or  even  a  portion  of  it.  Kith  the  commit- 
ment of  improving  public  rangelands  as  evidenced  by  the  "Public 
Rangeland  Improvement  Act  of  1978"  and  by  the  improvements  taking 
place  In  other  Resource  Areas  after  approval  of  their  Final  EISs, 
there  is  a  strong  possibility  of  completing  a  substantial  portion 
of  the  proposal. 

The  permittees  will  be  encouraged  to  contribute  to  the  proposed 
range  improvements  on  their  allotments  either  through  development 
or  maintenance  of  these  improvements. 

The  Bureau's  first  and  foremost  responsibility  is  to  improve  or 
maintain  an  acceptable  rangeland  condition  and  to  adjust  vegetation 
uses  to  a  sustained  yield  of  that  vegetation.   The  AMPs  to  be 
developed  will  include  stages  of  development  which  will  correspond 
to  the  intensity  of  livestock  management.   In  most  cases,  water  and 
fences  would  have  to  be  developed  and  operable  before  the  grazing 
management  proposed  can  be  fully  implemented.   Without  the  required 
range  improvements,  management  under  that  AMP  would  have  to  be  at  a 
level  commensurate  with,  the  available  range  improvements  and  the 
sustained  yield  of  forage. 

The  effects  of  mineral  development  on  rangeland  management  was  not 
considered  as  being  within  the  scope  of  this  EIS.  However,  each 
drill  site  or  location  must  be  covered  by  a  site  specific  environ- 
mental assessment.  Each  environmental  assessment  must  address  all 
adverse  impacts  and  appropriate  mitigation.  The  environmental 
assessment  for  each  drill  site  is  on  file  as  public  documents  with 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey. 
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I  have  the  following  comments  to  make  on  the  DEIS  for  the  White  River  Resource 

Area; 

I  protest  any  alternative  plan  that  decreases  AUM's  for  livestock.   I  notice 

that  the  ELM  has  no  jurisdiction  over  big  game  wildlife  numbers.      All  they 

can  do  is    "recommend". 

In  a  time  of  recession  and  depression,    the  consuming  public  will  be  ill  served 
by  any  action  that  causes  food  and  fiber  to  become  scarce  or  non-existent. 

The  land  needs  to  be  taken  care  of.  So  does  the  livestock  industry.  In  the 
event  of  food  shortages  and/or  famine,  I  doubt  that  the  consumer  will  be  too 
elated  to  know  how  many  more  hunter- recreation  days  have  been  created  by  cur- 
tailing or  eliminating  livestock  in  favor  of  wildlife, 

When  the  public  can  no  longer  buy  beef  or  leather  products,   lamb  or  wool  shirts, 
blankets  or  carpets,   will  thay  applaud  the  BLM  for  giving  wild  horses  and 
burros  exclusive  grazing  rights  to  the  public  lands? 

[Even  a  20$  cut  in  numbers  is  far  from  nominal.      In  a  small  operation  it  means 
|the  difference  between  a  viable  and  a  non-viable  business. 

The  private  land  owners  have  subsidized  the  big  game  wild  life  for  as  nany 
years  as  they  have  owned  property.      Perhaps  the  Division  of  Wildlife  should 
begin  paying  grazing  fees  to  the  farmer  and  rancher.      Especially,    if  the  live- 
stock has  to  be  removed  or  the  numbers  greatly  reduced  while  the  big  game  wild- 
life numbers  can  remain  the  same  or  even  be  increased  at  the  option  of  the  DOW. 

The  ecofiraic  projections  are  very  short  sighted.     You  list  the  individual  rancher 
and  whatever  impact  might  occur  locally.      You  overlook  the  adverse  effects  on 
feedlots,   packing  plants,   woolen  mills,    grocery  stores,    clothing  stores  and 

the  American  consumer, 

[It  isn't  enough  to  be  in  a  bind  for  oil?     We  now  have  to  destroy  our  domestic 
I  production  of  food  and  fiber. 

The  livestock  business  pays  its  own  way  in  grazing  fees  and  cooperative  agree- 
ments on  range  improvements.      How  much  does  the  DOW  contribute  for  grazing  fees 
and  range  improvement?     How  much  more  of  a  tax  burden  is  going  to  be  assessed 
to  the  American  people  for  the  extra  ten  BLM  personnel  and  the  miles  and  miles 
of  fences     and  vegetarian  manipulation  and  water  projects  and  maintenance  thereof 7 

I  should  imagine  the  bits  and  pieces  of  State  land  and  private  land  inside  BLM 
boundaries  should  be  pafid  for  in  AUM's  and  lease  moneys  as  fencing  costs 
would  be    prohibitive. 

I  notice  that  should  the  livestock  be  phased  out  and  fenced  out  that  the  land 
owner  would  have  the  entire  cost  of  fencing  and  maintenance  of  the  fences.      I 
suggest  that  the  fences  be  so  constructed  as  to  keep  the  big  game  wildlife  ,  wild 
horses  and  wild  burros  within  the  public  land  and  that  the  coat  should  be 
shared  equally  by  the  BLM  . 

Sincerely, 


'f2l^ayol      /"r^rv^- 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  23 
Veda  L.  Wyraan 


Alternative  C  (elimination  of  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands) 
and  Alternative  E  (wildlife  and  watershed  optimization)  are  the 
only  alternatives  which  could  have  adverse  effects  on  production  of 
domestic  food  and  fiber.   Short  term  livestock  reductions  under 
Alternative  A  (action  proposal)  and  Alternative  F  (wild  horse 
optimization)  would  probably  have  minor  impacts  on  food  and  fiber 
production  outside  the  EIS  area  (refer  to  response  to  comment  D 
below).   Long  term  projections  in  the  draft  EIS  show  either  a 
maintenance  or  increase  in  existing  livestock  use  levels  on  public 
lands  in  the  EIS  area  under  all  alternatives  except  Alternative  C 
and  Alternative  E. 

Refer  to  responses  to  comments  A  and  B  of  Comment  Letter  11. 

Refer  to  response  to  comment  C  of  Comment  Letter  17. 

i 
The  economic  analysis  focused  on  the  local  economy  (EIS  area  eco- 
nomy) because  most  of  the  impacts  would  occur  there.   As  noted  in 
the  DEIS,  page  87,  public  lands  (BLM)  provide  0.4  percent  of  the 
forage  needs  for  the  livestock  industry  in  Colorado  and  0.05 
percent  of  the  forage  needs  of  the  industry  in  the  eleven  western 
states.   It  is  believed  that  changes  in  livestock  grazing  levels 
described  In  each  alternative  would  have  only  minor  impacts  on 
industries  outside  of  the  EIS  area.   It  Is  possible  that  elimin- 
ation of  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  would  have  short  term 
adverse  impacts  on  these  industries,  however,  the  supply  of  live- 
stock products  would  be  replaced  during  the  short  term  from  sources 
other  than  public  lands  in  the  EIS  area. 

Refer  to  responses  to  comments  A  and  D  above. 

Wildlife  are  an  integral  part  of  public  lands  and  as  such  are 
considered  as  one  of  the  primary  uses  on  public  lands  with  that  use 
allocated  and  provided  for  through  land  use  planning  on  a  multiple 
use  concept  (The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976), 
Wildlife,  being  an  integral  part  of  the  public  lands,  is  exempt 
from  grazing  fees. 

The  estimated  costs  of  implementing  the  range  Improvements  proposed 
in  each  alternative  are  presented  in  Section  2,  Description  of  the 
Alternatives  of  the  DEIS.   The  cost  of  the  estimated  additional 
personnel  in  each  alternative  would  be  approximately  §20,000  per 
year  per  position. 
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If  management  decisions,  to  be  made  after  approval  of  the  Final 
EIS,  require  exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  on  all  or  parts  of  the 
public  lands,  then  livestock  grazing  use  that  occurs  on  private  or 
State  lands  adjoining  public  lands  would  have  to  be  done  in  a 
manner  which  would  keep  livestock  off  public  lands.   This  control 
of  livestock  would  have  to  be  undertaken  by  the  livestock  owner  at 
his  expense.   BLM  would  share  the  cost  of  fencing  in  cases  where 
exclusion  would  benefit  a  resource  use  other  than  livestock  grazing. 
However,  If  fencing  would  only  benefit  the  livestock  operator  in 
enabling  the  use  of  private  or  State  lands  for  livestock  grazing, 
then  the  expense  would  be  born  by  the  livestock  operator  or  adjoin- 
ing land  owner. 
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again  at  7:00  p.m.  this  evening.   So,  if  you  would  tell  anybody 
that  might  be  interested  in  making  comments  that  just  dosn't 
know  about  the  hearing,  it  would  be  appreciated. 

Copies  of  the  transcript  of  this  hearing  can  be 
obtained  by  making  arrangements  with  the  reporter.   In  addition, 
copies  of  the  transcript  and  copies  of  all  written  statements 
can  be  obtained  from  the  Colorado  State  Office,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.   There  will  be  a  nominal  —  it  says  nominal  r  I  think 
a  little  more  than  that  —  a  nominal  charge  for  copies. 

As  of  now  I  only  have  one  speaker  on  my  list  and  he 
is  Mr.  Nick  Theos,  who  I  understand  is  a  member  of  the  Colorado 
State  Legislature.   Mr.  Theos,  please. 

NICK  THEOS:   Thank  you.   I  made  some  rough  copies  here 
There  are  only  three  of  them,  but  you  can  kind  of  follow  them 
through.   1  would  like  to  submit  that  for  the  record,  if  I  may, 
and  when  I  get  the  time  I  might  even  go  over  it  again  and 
submit  a  little  additional  testimony. 

JUDGE  HALE:   Yes,  surely.   Understood. 
NICK  THEOS:   Thank  you.   And  my  name  is  Nick  Theos. 
I'm  a  rancher  and  a  sheepman  and  I  reside  in  Meeker,  Colorado. 
I've  been  a  permittee  on  BLM  and  Forest  Service  land  for  a  good 
many  years  in  both  Colorado  and  Utah.   I  am  a  past  President  of 
the  Public  Lands  Council,  which  is  an  organization  made  up  of 
livestock  permittees  in  the  thirteen  western  states  and  it  is 
financed  by  these  permittees. 
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6 
Then  I've  also  been  a  past  President  of  the  Colorado 

2 

Wool  Growers.   And  I've  served  on  local  BLM  advisory  boards  in 

3 

both  Colorado  and  Utah  for  over  30  years.   I've  also  served  on 

4 

the  Colorado  State  BLM  Multiple  Use  Board  and  I  was  Chairman  of 

5 

that  Board  for  a  number  of  years. 

6 

I  was  also  a  member  of  the  National  Advisory  Board 

7 

for  many  years. 

8 

Therefore,  I  feel  real  qualified  to  speak  to  you  here 

9 

today . 

10 

At  the  present  time  I'm  serving  on  the  local  district 

11 

boards  here  in  Colorado,  District  1,  and  District  8  in  Utah,  and 

12 

I'm  Co-chairman  of  the  Colorado  Steering  Committee  that  it  is 

13 

made  up  of.   1  represent  the  Colorado  Wool  Growers  on  it,  and 

14 

the  Colorado  Cattlemen  are  represented  on  there,  and  the  BLM 

15 

personnel.   This  Steering  Committee  is  a  committee  that  is  kind 

16 

of  a  steering  committee  and  looks  at  permits  and  goes  over  these 

17 

EIS's,  and  so  forth.   We've  been  on  a  tour  the  last  two  days 

18 

here  in  this  District. 

19 

I  am  also  chairman  of  the  Public  Lands  Committee  for  the 

20 

Colorado  Wool  Growers  and  the  National  Wool  Growers  at  the 

21 

present  time  and,  of  course,  the  State  Legislature  for  this 

; 

22 

District . 

23 

I  am  here  to  present  comment  on  behalf  of  the  Colorado 

24 

Wool  Growers  and  the  permittees  in  this  District.   I  want  to 

25 

apologize  that  no  more  than  what  is  here  are  here,  but  this  is 

i 

7 
a  real  busy  time  of  the  year,  one  of  the  worst,  and  the  busiest 

2 

time  that  we  could  have  these  hearings.   When  the  statement  was 

3 

put  out,  it  was  put  out  —  I  think  the  1st  of  May  I  received 

4 

mine;  the  biggest  time  the  sheepmen  have  got  the  year  around. 

5 

So,  I  do  want  to  apologize  that  I  haven't  read  the 

6 

statement  clear  through,  but  I've  read  a  lot  of  other  ones  and 

7 

they're  all  the  same.   I've  testified  on  about  four  other 

8 

statements.   I've  testified  on  the  first  one,  the  Chato  one. 

9 

and  I  read  that  one  word  for  word.   And,  so,  I  want  to  apologize 

10 

that  I  haven't  read  it. 

11 

And  I'm  not  going  to  comment  on  it  page  by  page,  or 

12 

paragraph  by  paragraph,  or  permittee  by  permittee,  as  outlined 

13 

there . 

14 

First  I  was  going  to  ask  for  an  extension  of  time, 

15 

but  I  do  realize  the  BLM  is  under  a  time  constraint  and  the 

16 

sooner  we  get  these  EIS's  out  of  the  way,  the  better  off  we  all 

17 

will  be  and  we  can  go  on  and  spend  some  money  in  improving 

18 

the  ranges.   That's  why  I  decided  against  that  decision. 

19 

Now,  I'll  try  to  send  in,  like  I  stated  before. 

20 

further  written  comments  if  I  get  time  to  read  the  statement, 

21 

and  the  Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association  informed  me  that  they 

22 

will  do  the  same.   They  couldn't  be  here  today  and  they  wanted 

23 

me  to  apologize  for  them. 

24 

The  people  that  I  represent  can't  accept  the  draft  as 

25 

it  is  written,  for  the  following  reasons: 
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The  proposed  action  calls  for  a  large  reduction,  about 

2 

30  percent  overall.   This  will  work  a  hardship  on  a  lot  of  the 

3 

permittees,  because  a  let  of  them  are  borrowing  money,  they  are 

4 

paying  high  interest  rates  at  this  time,  and  if  you  reduce  them 

5 

by  30,  40,  or  60  percent  you. will  put  them  out  of  business. 

6 

The  alternatives  that  are  on  there  calls  for  a  three- 

J 

\i 

year  study  on  down  the  line  and  a  possible  increase.   This  could 

8, 

or  could  not  happen,  depending  on  who  is  here  at  that  time. 

f  9 

This  document  has  been  written,  the  way  I  see  it  and 

10 

the  way  the  rest  of  them  have  been  written,  to  satisfy  the  court 

11 

the  judges,  and  the  CEO,  and  not  for  the  betterment  of  ranges 

B 

12 

and  the  livestock  industry,  which  to  me  is  a  necessity  for  the 

13 

welfare  of  this  country  in  years  to  come.   Shortage  of  food  and 

14 

fiber  will  become  a  bigger  factor  than  energy  ever  did,  and  if 

15 

you  think  the  gas  linesware  bad,  wait  until  you  have  food  lines 

16 

and  people  can't  go  to  the  store  and  buy  meat  when  they  want  it. 

17 

This  statement  has  been  started  with  a  negative 

18 

aspect,  rather  than  a  positive  one.   And  the  1976,  I  think  I  *,m 

19 

right  on  that,  the  1978  date  that  you  used.  Curt,  I've  got  a 

20 

question  mark  there. 

21 

CURT  SMITH:   The  data  on  that  was  1976  and  1977  for 

22 

the  condition  trend. 

/ 

23 

NICK  THEOS:   Anyway,  those  were  the  driest  years  we 

c 

24 

had.   And  I  want  that  emphasized  in  that  draft,  that  it  is  the 

25 

driest  years.   You  guys  took  that  data  at  the  worst  years  you 

1 

9 
possibly  could  get  it. 

frF 

And ,  number  five,  the  words  "poor  and  declining 

3 

condition"  that  you've  used  on  pert  near  every  allotment,  and 

U 

some  allotments  you've  used  the  "poor  condition  of  100  percent 

5 

of  the  allotment,"  100  percent  of  the  acreage.   There  is  no  one 

D 

6 

7 

here  that  knows  this  district  better  than  1  do.   I've  been  here 
for  3  0  years .   I ' ve  been  on  practically  every  permit ,  and  I  was 

8 

there  during  the  dry  '30s.   There  is  no  justification  for  the 

9 

language  that  you ' ve  used  on  that  document .   These  allotments 

10 

are  all  in  -better  condition,  and  even  the  worst  ones  have  been 

11 

improved  by  50  percent . 

12 

And  since  I ' ve  been  on  the  advisory  board  for  a  good 

13 

many  years  and  at  that  time  the  advisory  boards  --  and  I  was 

14 

chairman  of  this  advisory  board  in  District  1  for  a  good  many 

15 

years  —  we  would  act  on  each  and  every  permit  every  year,  and  if 

16 

we  thought  that  the  range  couldn't  stand  it,  we  would  reduce  it. 

17 

and  ask  the  permittee  to  take  a  non-use   or  whatever,  and  it 

IS 

was  agreeable . 

'l9 

I  think  it  was  18  years  ago  we  went  down  here  and  took 

20 

a  survey  and  a  study  and  whatever  you  want  to  call  it,  and  most 

21 

of  the  permittees  took  a  15  percent  outright  reduction.   A  lot 

<i 

22 

of  them  took  50  percent  of  the  numbers  that  were  allotted  in  the 

23 

priority  years.   And  then  after  that  a  lot  of  them  have  been 

2U 

taking  a  substantial  suspended  non-use,  and  they're  still  taking 

25 

it. 
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f   1 

2 

advisory  board   which  I  was  a  member  of  for  a  good  many  years. 

F 

3 

It  discredits  the  range  managers.   We  believe  that  the  trend  and 

U 

range  conditions  described  in  this  EIS  should  have  been  different 

' 

,5 

should  have  been  the  positive  nature  rather  than  the  negative. 

u 

If  we  believe  these,  then  millions  of  dollars  have 

7 

been  wasted  on  wages  paying  the  District  Managers.   Money  has 

D 

8 

been  spent  on  range  improvement,  reseeding,  spraying  the  sage 

9 

brush,  building  water  ponds,  water  wells,  and  so  on;  all  that 

10 

has  been  wasted,  according  to  the  document.   You  haven't  done 

H 

11 

anything,  because  the  trend  shows  it  is  in  a  declining  condition 

f" 

And  a  little  bit  of  it,  sometimes  you  say  it  is  on  a 

13 

static  condition,  none  of  it  is  improving. 

14 

If  I  was  in  Congress  today  and  you  came  up  with  a 

15 

statement  like  that,  I  think  I  would  take  away  what  money  we 

16 

were  paying  the  BLM ,  rather  than  give  you  more  money. 

I 

17 

I  think  it  would  be  a  lot  better  for  this  document  to 

18 

be  on  a  positive  rather  than  a  negative  nature. 

'» 

When  you  allocate  for  wildlife  —  and  as  I  said  before 

20 

a  lot  of  people  took  a  15  percent  reduction  in  those  years  — 

21 

wildlife,  because  it  was  there,  and  in  priority  years  there 

-? 

22 

wasn't  any  game  animals  in  the  lower  country,  but  as  the  range 

23 

has  improved,  and  this  is  the  trend  that  I  have  seen  since  the 

24 

Taylor  Grazing  Act  went  into  effect,  the  ranges  have  improved 

25 

on  there  and  deer  have  moved  down  there.   How  the  elk  are  moving 

down  there.   And  I  don't  think  that  a  permittee  should  be 
penalized  and  reduced  in  numbers  just  because  he  has  built  his 
range  up  and  these  game  animals  are  moving  in  there. 

And  you've  got  to  consider  that  the  more  game  animals 
you  put  on  these  allotments,  and  you  reduce  the  livestock  numbers 
that  you  are  putting  more  pressure  on  private  land.   These  game 
animals  have  to  share  those  private  lands.   That's  where  their 
habitat  is.   In  this  area  especially,  if  it  wasn't  for  the 
private  lands  you  wouldn't  have  a  game  herd,  because  they  use 
that  as  their  intermediate  range. 

The  rest  periods  that  you've  mentioned  as  an 
alternative,  we  can't  accept  that.   He  sure  can't  accept  the 
date  you've  got  on  there  of  March  15.   There  is  nobody  in  this 
room  or  in  this  area  that  has  seen  anything  grow  in  District  1 
in  the  White  River  Drainage  by  March  15.   It  isn't  during  the 
growing  period.   So,  resting  it  from  March  15  until  April  15 
will  not  do  the  range  any  bit  of  good.   It  will  just  work  a 
hardship  on  the  permittees. 

I  would  rather  use  the  words  "deferred  grazing,"  if 
you  may,  in  certain  parts  of  the  year.  And  I  want  that  to  be 
real  flexible. 

One  other  thing  that  I  would  like  to  say,  even  though 
the  White  River  and  Victory  trails  are  mentioned  in  the  document 
I  would  like  to  say  that  these  two  historic  stock  driveways 
should  be  preserved  and  given  a  high  priority.   I  think  the 
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stock  driveways  in  years  to  come  will  be  just  as  important  as 
an  Indian  marking  or  whatever.   People  like  to  see  them.   In 
fact,  this  year  Channel  2  out  of  Denver  wanted  to  come  over  and 
take  pictures  of  trailing  sheep  up  through  the  White  River  Trail 
To  summarize  the  above,  I  guess,  as  a  summary,  I  would 
say  we  ought  to  look  at  more  long  range  data  on  utilization  and 
trend  and  actual  use  before  any  drastic  action  is  taken. 

And  another  thing,  what  do  we  compare?   What  is  the 
comparison  of  poor,  good,  or  bad,  or  the  trends  essentially? 
It  is  just  like  I  said  the  other  day,  the  guy  asked  the  other 
guy,  "How  is  your  wife?"   And  he  said,  "Compared  to  whose?" 
Well,  it's  the  same  way  with  that.   What  do  you  compare  the 
trend  with? 

I  think  there's  nobody  in  this  room  that  can  say,  or 
in  this  whole  district,  regardless  of  how  much  of  a  preservationist 
they  are,  that  their  ranges  have  deteriorated. 

The  allocation  of  vegetation  between  wildlife  and 
livestock,  as  I  said  before,  should  be  done  on  an  equitable  basis 
and  consideration  be  given  to  private  lands. 

There  should  be  positive  language  used  on  this,  instead 
of  the  negative  language  that  is  used  on  the  document,  and  credit 
should  be  given  to  the  BLM  personnel  for  the  good  work  they've 
done  in  managing  and  bringing  these  ranges  back  since  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  went  into  effect. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity.   And 
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I  want  to  apologize  for  more  permittees  not  being  here.   I'm 
sure  they  would  be,  but  when  they've  got  a  mouthpiece  like  me, 
they  let  me  take  care  of  all  of  their  problems. 

Thank  you. 

JUDGE  HALE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Theos. 

NICK  THEOS:   If  you've  got  any  questions,  I'll  be  glad 
to  answer  them.   Dave,  you  said  you  had  a  fistful? 

DAVID  WALTER:   Just  about  how  long  are  you  going  to 
take.   Thank  you,  Nick. 

JUDGE  HALE:   Dur  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Gus  R.  Halandras. 

GUS  R.  HALANDRAS:   Mr.  Chairman,  Curt,  employees  of 
the  Interior  Department,  and  concerned  citizens. 

I  really  came  here  as  a  listener.   1  had  no  intention 
of  speaking.   However,  I  wish  to  repeat  what  Nick  has  said  and 
add  a  few  comments  :of  my  own  that  I  think  might  be  appropriate. 

My  name  is  Gus  Halandras.   I  live  in  Meeker;  born 
here;  rancher  and  educator,  businessman;  and  I'm  also  a  permitte 
My  brother  and  I  operate  a  viable  sheep  ranch.   We  feel  it  is 
among  the  better  ones  in  the  area,  because  we  love  what  we're 
doing  and  we  love  what  we  have. 

Since  we  are  here  specifically  to  talk  about  your 
draft,  let  me  get  down  to  that.   I  am  kind  of  like  Nick:   I 
feel  that  maybe  the  room  is  not  full  of  concerned  citizens  not 
only  because  they  are  busy,  but  because  maybe  they've  given  up. 
It  is  almost  impossible  to  fight  city  hall  any  more,  and  you're 
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A.  BLM  policy  mandates  that  these  studies  are  to  be  conducted,  and 
that  the  results  of  these  studies  are  to  be  documented  and  utilized 
in  adjusting  uses  of  public  lands. 

B.  Tiiis  EIS  was  written  in  response  to  NRDC's  suit  against  the  BLM. 
The  primary  objective  was  and  is  to  improve  rangeland  conditions. 

C.  The  prevailing  drought  conditions  of  1976-1977  were  taken  into 
consideration  when  condition  and  trend  data  were  analyzed  for  the 
DEIS  (Appendix  E) .   The  fact  that  data  was  collected  during  this 
period  was  due  to  planning  schedules  developed  several  years  previously. 
It  is  acknowledged  that  the  drought  influenced  these  findings  and 

as  such,  we  have  proposed  condition,  trend  and  utilization  studies 
to  verify  current  conditions  during  years  with  normal  precipitation. 

D.  Refer  to  response  to  comment  E  of  Comment  Letter  17. 

E.  The  range  surveys  conducted  between  1941  and  1973  were  used  as  the 
baseline  data  for  the  vegetation  inventory.   Since  the  time  that 
the  surveys  were  originally  conducted,  and  livestock  adjustments 
made,  proper  use  levels  of  forage  species  allowed  in'  the  original 
survey  have  been  modified  by  changes  in  livestock  periods  of  use 
from  the  original  periods  of  use,  and  by  updates  to  proper  use 
levels  based  on  research  of  and  experience  in  plant  tolerance  and 
palatability. 

The  amount  of  suspended  nonuse  (inactive  qualifications)  presently 
authorized  is  1,680  AUMs  for  the  entire  Resource  Area,  not  a  substantial 
amount . 

F.  Refer  to  response  to  comment  C  of  Comment  Letter  20. 

G.  Improvements  constructed  in  the  past  have  not  been  enough,  judging 
from  requests  we  are  currently  receiving  from  permittees  for  more 
range  improvements. 

H.    The  DEIS  indicates  that  ranges  are  currently  improving  in  many 
areas  (DEIS,  Table  3-5  and  Appendix  E,  Table  E-l) . 

I.    This  document  is  positive,  In  that  future  projections  indicate 
improvement  in  rangeland  conditions. 

J.  Refer  to  response  to  comment  C  of  Comment  Letter  17.  The  current 
Management  Framework  Plan  for  the  Resource  Area  provided  for  the 
maintenance  of  big  game  populations  at  1978  levels. 

K.    Refer  to  response  to  comment  C  of  Comment  Letter  17, 


L.    Plant  phenological  data  collected  on  winter  sheep  ranges  show  that 
Colorado  wildrye,  blue  grasses  and  other  key  species  grow  at  least 
1  to  2  inches  by  March  15  in  many  years.   Early  spring  growth  is 
highly  dependent  upon  weather  conditions  and  as  such,  fluctuates 
annually.   Proposed  spring  rest  requirements  would  be  flexible  in 
response  to  these  variable  conditions  with  scheduled  rest  periods 
to  start  at  the  beginning  of  green-up  and  not  on  any  fixed  date 
such  as  March  15. 

M.    Specific  grazing  systems  were  not  proposed  in  the  DEIS.   It  is 

anticipated  that  most  allotments  would  be  managed  under  deferred 
rotational  systems  and  would  be  flexible  in  terms  of  turn  out 
dates,  duration  of  use,  etc.  in  response  to  prevailing  forage 
conditions  in  given  allotments. 

N.    The  course  of  action  is  proposed  (DEIS,  page  9). 

0.    The  methodology  for  determining  range  condition  and  trend  is  found 
In  Appendix  E. 

P.    Refer  to  response  to  comment  C  of  Comment  Letter  17. 
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1  want  to  apologize  for  more  permittees  not  being  here.   I'm 

2 

sure  they  would  be,  but  when  they've  got  a  mouthpiece  like  me. 

3 

they  let  me  take  care  of  all  of  their  problems. 

4 

Thank  you. 

5 

JUDGE  HALE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Theos. 

6 

NICK  THEOS:   If  you've  got  any  questions,  I'll  be  glad 

7 

to  answer  them.   Dave,  you  said  you  had  a  fistful? 

8 

DAVID  WALTER:   Just  about  how  long  are  you  going  to 

9 

take.   Thank  you,  Nick. 

10 

JUDGE  HALE:   Our  next  speaker  is  Mr .  Gus  R.  Halandras. 

11 

GUS  R.  HALANDRAS:   Mr.  Chairman,  Curt,  employees  of 

12 

the  Interior  Department,  and  concerned  citizens. 

13 

I  really  came  here  as  a  listener.   I  had  no  intention 

14 

of  speaking.   However,  I  wish  to  repeat  what  Nick  has  said  and 

15 

add  a  few  comments  tot    my  own  that  I  think  might  be  appropriate. 

16 

My  name  is  Gus  Halandras.   I  live  in  Meeker;  born 

17 

here;  rancher  and  eduoator,  businessman;  and  I'm  also  a  permitte 

'-■ 

18 

My  brother  and  I  operate  a  viable  sheep  ranch.   We  feel  it  is 

19 

among  the  better  ones  in  the  area,  because  we  love  what  we're 

20 

doing  and  we  love  what  we  have. 

21 

Since  we  are  here  specifically  to  talk  about  your 

22 

draft,  let  me  get  down  to  that.   I  am  kind  of  like  Nick:   I 

23 

feel  that  maybe  the  room  is  not  full  of  concerned  citizens  not 

24 

only  because  they  are  busy,  but  because  maybe  they've  given  up. 

25 

It  is  almost  impossible  to  fight  city  hall  any  more,  and  you're 

14 

1 

considered  city  hall,  because  you  can  play  with  our  lives  and 

^T 

our  livelihoods  and  we  have  nothing  to  say  about  it.   You  can 

3 

write  a  S10  million  impact  statement  that  says  that  the 

A 

4 

Halandras  Brothers  permit  should  be  cut  55  percent,  substantuati: 

g 

5 

your  figures  wi ths tat istics  taken  from  30  years  back,  or  new 

6 

figures  taken  from  the  driest  year  on  record.   We  can't  compete 

7 

with  that  kind  of  a  thing. 

8 

Down  the  line  when  the  food  lines  outlengthen  the 

9 

gas  lines,  let  it  not  be  a  cross  that  you  bear  that  there  is 

10 

no  one  out  here  producing  food  because  they  couldn't  afford  to  o: 

11 

they  were  chased  out. 

12 

The  statistics,  gentlemen,  are  totally  outdated,  in 

13 

my  opinion.   The  permit  that  we  run  on  with  1500  to  2500  sheep 

14 

30  years  ago  ran  maybe  10,000  head.   And  we  supplement  our 

15 

sheep  with  supplemental  feed  in  times  of  drought  or  in  times  of 

16 

heavy  snows,  where  1  know  that  30  and  4  0  years  ago  they  didn't 

17 

do  that,  because  they  were  hardier.   We  operate  differently. 

18 

No  one  seems  to  care  that  times  have  changed.   When 

19 

the  gas  lines  are  formed  and  there  is  no  gas,  who  is  going  to 

20 

come  to  these  lands  that  have  been  newly  designated  recreation 

21 

or  wildlife  refuges?   How  will  the  urban  Denverite  or  the  man 

22 

from  Salt  Lake  come  out  here  and  harvest  this  crop  that  is 

23 

supposedly  here  of  deer  and  elk?   He  can ' t  buy  gas,  much  less 

24 

he  probably  doesn't  have  any  food. 

25 

We  probably  ought  to  stock  up  our  shelves  with  maybe 
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1 

some  weaponry  so  ve  can  protect  ourselves  from  the  influx  that 

2 

will  make  it  here  trying  to  take  what  is  available  here  because 

3 

we  have  our  little  gardens  and  maybe  a  few  animals  left  on  some 

4 

of  the  few  private  lands.   But  the  public  lands  are  going  to  be 

5 

barren  of  livelihood. 

'  6 

If  you  cut  our  permits  55  percent  we  are  going  to  be 

7 

out  of  business.   Just  that  is  it.   It  is  hard  enough  to  try  to 

B 

8 

run  at  half  mast,  trying  to  protect  the  other  half,  allowing  the 

9 

cushion  there.   You  may  go  down  a  few  extra  numbers  and  may  have 

10 

a  dry  year,  or  may  have  something  that  you  yourself  are  planning 

11 

for. 

12 

Now,  my  brother  and  I  did  not  build  this  ranch.   We 

13 

purchased  the  original  holdings  from  our  parents.   Since  the 

14 

purchase  we've  developed  it  and  expanded  it  and  we've  put 

15 

together  probably  one  of  the  better  ones.   But,  you  know,  there' 

s 

16 

no  future  in  us  passing  it  on  to  our  kids.   I'm  going  to  tell  my 

17 

kids,   "We'll  try  to  keep  the  private  land.   Maybe  you  can  come 

18 

back  and  find  some  peace  of  mind  from  your  urban  hectic  life. 

19 

But  go  on,  become  a  professional,  do  whatever  you  can,  but 

20 

there  is  no  future  for  you  in  agriculture  as  you  now  know  it. 

21 

or  knew  it,  or  as  we  operate." 

f 

22 

The  very  things  that  prevent  your  analysis  from  saying 

23 

that  we  shouldn't  be  given  a  stock  increase  are  your  own 

c 

24 

policies.   How  many  times  have  my  brother  and  I  come  into  your 

25 

offices  and  said,  "Boy,  there's  a  place  down  there  that  needs 

16 

1 

a  reservoir;  needs  it  bad .  "   And  you  would  say ,  "By  God ,  Gus , 

c 

2 

we  just  don't  have  the  funds.   Maybe  next  year."   "And  maybe 

3 

next  year.   And  maybe  next  year."   But  we  don't  even  ask  any  mor< 

4 

One  time  we  snuck  a  bulldozer  in  there  and  built  a 

5 

little  pond  there. because  there  was  a  seep  there,  and  we  got 

6 

water.   But  we  sort  of  covered  up  and  said  we  were  cleaning  out 

V 

an  existing  hole.   But  that  is  the  way  you're  forced  to  operate. 

8 

But  if  you  read  a  little,  it  says  that  permit  and 

9 

every  neighbor ' s  permit  around  there  is  subject  to  a  cut  of  from 

10 

30  to  75  percent.   Some  of  these  permits  around  this  area  are 

11 

subject  to  75  percent  cuts-   We  had  just  as  well  say,  "Get  out 

12 

of  agriculture,"  as  do  it . 

13 

In  my  opinion  your  draft,  and  some  of  these  drafts,  is 

14 

really  window-dressing.   You  are  forced  to  write  this  by  somebody 

15 

back  east  that  says  that  is  the  law.   Well,  the  law  is  of  men 

16 

and  for  men,  and  if  it  can't  fit  men,  then,  one  or  the  other 

17 

should  be  eliminated. 

/ 

L8 

You  know,  you  can  tell  me  that  there's  a  three  year 

D 

19 
20 

21 

interim  period  and  that  we'll  study  this  thing  together  and  maybe 
you'll  get  to  keep  your  same  number,  or  might  even  get  an 
increase.   But  to  me  that  is  kind  of  like  throwing  dice.   And  I 

22 

don't  really  like  to  gamble.   I  detest  Las  Vegas,  and  I  don't 

23 

like  to  throw  dice  here  either. 

24 

Because  what  took  almost  two  lifetimes  to  put  together 

25 

—  and  I'm  speaking  of  our  family,  and  I  don't  know  that  the     1 
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1 

third  family  will  be  there,  because  I'm  not  going  to  urge  my 

2 

children  to  come  back  to  the  land. 

C  3 

You  drive  up  and  dovn  these  roads  and  if  you  can  find 

4 

a  better  use  for  these  lands  that  you  drive  through  than 

5 

livestock,  along  with  all  of.,  the  multiple  uses  that  can  be  put 

6 

there  side  by  side,  you  tell  me. 

E 

7 

You  have  to  consider  leaving  everybody  there.   The 

8 

man  on  the  ground  is  taking  as  good  a  care  of  his  asset,  whether 

9 

it  be  his  private  piece  or  his  public  permit,  as  anyone  else. 

10 

because  he  wants  to  be  there  next  year  and  the  following  year. 

11 

and  hopefully  his  family  to  carry  on. 

12 

I  don't  really  believe  that  a  permittee  is  willing 

13 

to  slit  his  own  throat.   What  would  you  do  for  St.  St.  Helena 

14 

if  she  blew  her  stack?   I'm  sure  you  can't  expect  that  in  an 

15 

EIS,  but  what  she  has  done  has  greatly  affected  over  150,000 

16 

square  miles,  and  maybe  more,  and  she  may  continue  to  keep 

17 

popping  off.   What  an  effect  is  that  going  to  have,  you  know? 

18 

That  ash  would  come  down  here  on  our  permits  and  that  will 

19 

probably  somehow  or  other  affect  us.   What  are  we  going  to  say 

20 

in  this  draft  about  that?   That  is  kind  of  beyond  our  control. 

21 

In  1977  there  was  a  lot  of  rain.   In  January  we  were 

22 

hauling  water  to  the  sheep.   That's  ridiculous,  you  know; 

F 

23 

hauling  water  in  January  in  this  country.   But  it  happened. 

24 

And  then  you  go  out  and  take  those  statistics;  that's  not 

25 

exactly  fair. 

IB 

1 

I,  for  one,  do  not  think  that  the  American  public  can 

2 

cut  off  its  nose  to  spite  its  face.   You  can't  squeeze  agricultu 

e 

3 

out.   We  could  talk  about  agriculture  and  the  depressed  prices 

4 

for  agriculture.   It  doesn't  matter  any  more  how  much  money  you 

5 

play  with,  and  agriculture  plays  with  a  lot  of  money,  but  what 

6 

is  left.   There  is  nothing  left. 

7 

So  you  cut  the  permits  and  you  make  it  harder.   What 

8 

have  you  done?   You  haven't  really  improved  the  land.   What  is 

9 

better,  a  sheep  camp  or  a  cow  camp  out  there,  or  25  four-wheel- 

10 

drives,  if  they  can  get  their  gas? 

11 

President  Carter  called  for  a  seven  percent  inflation 

12 

rate  control.   You  know,  we  weren't  supposed  to  go  beyond  seven 

1 

13 

percent  hopefully  each  year.   And  yet  I  almost  think  that  the 

14 

grazing  fee  raise  that  we  got  this  year  was  well  over  20 

15 

percent,  or  something  like  that. 

rl6 

Where  in  the  hell  does  this  money  go?   It  doesn't  come 

H 

17 

back  to  the  land.   How  come  seven  percent  is  good  for  the  left 

18 

hand  and  not  good  for  the  right? 

19 

I  just  —  I  have  to  get  personal.   I  would  like  to  be 

20 

able  to  say  to  my  kids  that,  you  know,  this  may  not  be  enough 

21 

here  for  all  of  you,  but  maybe  one  of  you  can  stay  with  the 

22 

ranch.   Because,  now,  my  brother  has  a  family,  too.   Now,  either 

23 

we  get  a  bigger  ranch,  or  we  expand  our  interests  somewhere  else 

24 

So,  I  would  like  to  say  to  one  of  my  sons,  you  know. 

25 

there's  enough  there  for  one  of  you.   Which  one  of  you  it  will 
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1 

be  I  don't  know.   But  I  can't  tell  him  that,  because  I'm  not 

2 

doing  him  a  favor,  because  everything  that  I  make  a  living  with 

3 

now  is  out  of  my  control  —  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the 

4 

Forest  Service,  the  public  pressures. 

5 

You  can't  sleep  calmly  by  making  a  livelihood  on 

6 

public  lands  because  you  don't  know  if  you  will  be  there  tomorro 

7 

And  if  you  can't  be  there  and  keep  an  attractive  economical 

8 

unit,  why  be  there  at  all? 

9 

So,  if  there  is  any  room  for  change,  I  suggest  that 

10 

change  be  governed  by  reasonableness  and  practicality.   If  you 

11 

write  your  statement,  dictating  as  it  is  written  now,  there  is 

12 

no  reason  to  have  a  hearing  because  I  don't  think  anything  will 

13 

change . 

14 

Thank  you. 

15 

JUDGE  HALE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Halandras-   I  have  no 

16 

other  speakers  on  my  list.   Is  there  anyone  present  that  would 

17 

like  to  make  a  statement? 

18 

I  see  no  hands  raised.   So,  this  hearing  will  be 

19 

recessed  until  7:00  p.m.,  and  we  will  be  back  at  that  time  and 

20 

hopefully  with  a  larger  audience  and  more  speakers. 

21 

Thank  you. 

22 

(The  hearing  was  recessed  at  1:42  p.m.) 

23 

24 

25 

Response  Co  Oral  Testimony  2 
Gus  R.  Halandras 

A.  Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  A  of  Comment  Letter  22. 

B.  If  condition  and  trend  data  are  accurate  in  cases  where  rangelands 
have  declining  trends,  then  it  will  be  difficult  to  continue  grazing 
livestock  at  levels  that  caused  this  condition  and  still  expect  to 
remain  in  business  over  the  long  term  when  the  natural  productivity 
of  these  rangelands  are  depleted.   Inaccuracies  in  condition  and 
trend  data  are  expected  to  be  corrected  in  the  three  year  monitoring 
and  study  program. 

C.  Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  F  of  Comment  Letter  22. 

D.  There  is  no  gamble  concerning  livestock  use  adjustments.   The 
deciding  factor  is  whether  or  not  the  rangeland  in  question  has  the 
capacity  to  respond  to  management  and  be  capable  of  producing 
enough  forage  on  a  sustained  yield  basis,  to  support  a  viable 
livestock  operation  and  other  resource  requirements. 

E.  Only  one  alternative  considered  in  the  DEIS  would  totally  eliminate 
livestock  grazing.   Three  of  the  other  five  alternatives  (Alternative 
A,  D,  and  F)  would  provide  livestock  forage  use  levels  above  that 
presently  occurring. 

The  multiple  uses  on  public  lands  must  exist  together  on  a  sustained 
yield.   The  Bureau' s  first  responsifcilty  Is  to  adjust  these  multiple 
uses  to  the  sustained  yield  of  the  vegetation  upon  which  they 
depend. 

F.  Refer  to  the  response  to  comment  A  of  Comment  Letter  22. 

G.  Grazing  fees  are  determined  by  a  formula  mandated  by  the  Public 
Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978.   The  formula  required  under  the 
Act  is  known  as  the  Technical  Committee  Formula.   The  components  of 
the  formula  include  a  forage  value  index  derived  from  the  rate  paid 
for  grazing  on  comparable  private  land,  the  beef  cattle  price 

index,  and  a  prices  paid  index  which  relates  to  the  cost  of  production. 
The  grazing  fee  would  have  been  $2.77  f0r  1980  but  the  act  limits 
the  increase  or  decrease  in  any  given  year  to  25  percent, 

H.    Grazing  fee  monies  do  come  back  to  the  land.   Fifty  percent  of 
grazing  fee  money  is  returned  to  the  BLM  for  range  improvement. 
Twenty-five  percent  of  the  money  collected  by  BLM  in  a  given  state 
is  returned  back  to  the  State  earmarked  for  range  improvements  on 
public  lands  in  the  county  in  which  it  was  collected.   The  Craig 
District  receives  25  percent  of  the  grazing  fee  monies  collected 
within  the  District  which  is  used  for  range  improvements  on  public 
lands  throughout  the  District. 
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Wild  Horse  Management  Area  (Alternative  A) 

At  present,  625  wild  horses  utilize  443,979 
acres  of  public  land  within  14  livestock  allotments. 
The  wild  horse  range  would  be  reduced  to  148,153 
acres  of  public  land  within  three  livestock  allotments 
(Map  2-1). 

A  minimum  of  90  and  a  maximum  of  140  wild 
horses  would  be  maintained  within  the  148,153  acre 
range.  The  proposed  initial  vegetation  allocation 
would  provide  1,350  AUMs  of  forage  to  maintain  90 
horses.  This  allocation  level  would  require  the 
removal  of  276  wild  horses  from  within  the  proposed 
148,153  acre  horse  range.  The  long  term  allocation 
would  provide  2,101  AUMs  to  maintain  140  horses. 

The  area  of  the  proposed  wild  horse  range  was 
chosen  because  it  has  the  most  concentrated  wild 
horse  use  (their  preferred  habitat),  has  reliable 
sources  of  water  during  late  summer  along  the 
Cathedral  Bluffs,  and  has  a  balance  between  summer 
and  winter  range.  Fences  are  not  presently  a  barrier 
to  wild  horse  movements  within  this  range.  Horses 
are  able  to  move  through  natural  livestock  barriers 
and  open  gates  between  allotments.  No  new  fences 
would  be  constructed  in  this  area  and  gates  would  be 
left  open  when  livestock  are  not  being  grazed. 

Increased  oil  and  gas  production  within  the 
recognized  wild  horse  areas  and  the  increased  forage 
requirements  for  wild  horses  has  created  an  expansion 
of  the  wild  horse  range.  Complete  removal  of  wild 
horses  would  occur  in  these  areas  (Map  2-1)  with  a 
total  of  259  horses  being  removed. 


in  this  area  has  forced  wild  horses  to  expand  into 
areas  not  previously  occupied  by  wild  horses.  The 
projected  development  to  take  place  in  this  area  in 
the  next  five  years  would  create  further  expansion  of 
the  wild  horse  range. 

The  remaining  wild  horse  range  proposed  for 
total  horse  removal  is  north  of  the  proposed  wild 
horse  range.  Total  removal  has  been  proposed 
based  on  ecological  factors.  The  area  contains  a  large 
amount  of  critical  deer  winter  range  with  horses 
competing  with  deer  for  space  during  winter.  The 
area  contains  eight  individual  allotments  which  are 
entirely  fenced  or  have  natural  barriers  to  both  horses 
and  livestock.  Water  is  seasonally  lacking  (summer 
and  fall)  on  these  allotments,  and  wild  horses  have  to 
migrate  through  open  gates  from  winter  range  on  the 
lower  allotments  to  summer  range  on  the  higher 
allotments.  Because  of  the  small  horse  herd  size, 
critical  deer  winter  range,  insufficient  stable  watering 
places,  and  inadequate  summer  range,  this  area  was 
proposed  for  total  wild  horse  removal. 

Wild  horses  which  are  gathered  and  removed 
would  be  adopted  out  to  individuals  through  the 
BLM's  Adopt-A-Wild  Horse  program. 
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COSTS    OF    IMPLEMENTATION    (Alternative    A) 

All  allotment  management  plans  and  their 
respective  range  improvements  would  be  subject  to 
cost-benefit  analysis.  The  estimated  cost  of  imple- 
menting the  action  proposal  would  be  (Table  2-3  and 
24): 


The  area  west  of  Douglas  Creek  is  within  the 
Rangely  Natural  Gas  Field.  Extensive  gas  develop- 
ment has  already  taken  place  there  with  a  projected 
surface  disturbance  of  7,795  acres  in  the  next  5  years. 
Because  their  habitat  has  been,  and  would  continue 
to  be,  disturbed  with  the  development  of  drill  pads, 
pipelines,  roads  and  by  a  great  increase  in  human 
activity,  the  wild  horse  population  would  be  removed 
from  this  area.    The  disturbance  which  has  occurred 


1)  Construction    related    costs    -    $5,745,159 

2)  Annual  maintenance  costs       -  $     162,890 

Total  cost  of  implementing  the  wild  horse 
reduction  over  the  next  20  years  would  be  $337,410 
at  1979  prices.  Initial  wild  horse  removals  would  be 
achieved  in  3  years  at  a  cost  of  $293,410.  This  figure 
includes  the  helicopter  capture,  transportation, 
administration,  and  adoption  expenses  totaling  $370 
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per  horse.  These  removals  would  reduce  the  pop- 
ulation to  90  head.  Maintaining  the  wild  horse 
population  within  the  desired  range  would  require 
removal  of  approximately  50  horses  every  4  years. 
These  horses  would  be  removed  by  hay  baiting  and 
water  trapping  at  $220  per  horse  or  $44,000  over  a 
15  year  period. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

The  action  pi-qposal  would  be  administered  and 
managed  through  standard  BLM  operating  procedures. 
Each  livestock  operator  would  be  issued  a  grazing 
permit.  The  permit  would  specify  allotment,  period 
of  use,  numbers,  and  kinds  of  livestock  that  would  be 
allowed  to  use  the  allotment.  Trailing  permits  would 
continue  to  be  issued  for  use  of  the  established  stock 
trails  and  driveways. 

Livestock  grazing  use  would  be  supervised 
throughout  the  year.  Any  changes  in  the  grazing  use 
authorized  by  the  grazing  permit  must  be  requested 
in  writing  by  the  livestock  operator  prior  to  the 
grazing  period.  Changes  in  authorized  grazing  use 
could  exceed  the  limits  of  the  action  proposal,  if  they 
were  consistent  with  management  objectives.  Grazing 
use  outside  the  limits  of  the  proposal  and  without 
prior  authorization  would  result  in  action  to  assure 
that  any  unauthorized  grazing  use  is  eliminated  in 
accordance  with  the  regulations  governing  manage- 
ment of  the  public  lands  (43  CFR  4150). 

BLM  would  also  make  adjustments  in  the  range 
management  program  during  drought  or  other  emerg- 
encies. Such  adjustment  would  be  designed  to 
accomplish  grazing  management  objectives.  Range 
condition,  competition  with  wildlife  and  wild  horses, 
amount  of  available  vegetation  and  water,  and  the 
time  of  year  would  be  considered  in  any  decision  to 
remove  livestock  from  an  area  in  the  event  of  drought 
or  other  temporary  problems. 

Seven  allotments  cross  the  EIS  area  boundary 
along  the  Utah-Colorado  border.  K  Ranch  (6307) 
and  Evacuation  Creek  (6357),  administered  by  the 
Craig  District,  have  9,438  acres  extending  into 
Utah's  Vernal  District.  These  9,438  acres  will  be 
included  in  proposed  AMPs  for  these  two  allotments 


and  will  continue  to  be  administered  through  the 
Craig  District. 

Bitter  Creek  (6358),  Park  Canyon  (6353), 
Weaver  Draw  (6344),  Stateline  (6341),  and  Bonanza 
(6310)  extend  from  Utah  into  Colorado  by  some 
22,207  acres  and  are  administered  by  Utah's  Vernal 
District.  Management  of  these  five  allotments  will  be 
addressed  in  the  Bookcliffs  Grazing  (RMP)  EIS 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  1984. 
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RANGE  IMPROVEMENTS  (Alternative  B) 

No  new  range  improvements  would  be  under- 
taken or  constructed.  Existing  range  improvements 
would  be  maintained. 

COSTS     OF    IMPLEMENTATION    (Alternative    B) 

Estimated  annual  maintenance  cost  to  BLM 
would  be  approximately  $60,000.  Estimated  annual 
maintenance  costs  to  the  permittees  would  be  ap- 
proximately the  same,  $60,000. 

Total  cost  of  maintaining  the  wild  horse  pop- 
ulation at  625  head  would  be  $555,000  over  the  20 
year  period.  Removal  of  75  horses  would  be  required 
annually  to  maintain  the  present  wild  horse  popula- 
tion. 
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COSTS    OF    IMPLEMENTATION    (Alternative    C) 

Elimination  of  livestock  grazing  from  public 
lands  in  the  EIS  area  would  incur  costs  for  both  BLM 
and  livestock  operators.  An  undetermined  cost  for 
payment  of  salvage  rights  for  range  improvements 
which  livestock  operators  have  on  public  land  would 
be  incurred  by  BLM. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  (Alternative  D) 

Implementation  of  this  alternative  would  occur 
as  discussed  in  Alternative  A  with  full  implementa- 
tion occurring  8  years  after  filing  of  the  final  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement.  Adjustments  proposed  in 
livestock,  wild  horse,  and  big  game  wildlife  grazing 
use  as  shown  in  the  initial  allocation  of  Table  2-7 
(Appendix  B,  Table  B-3  for  each  allotment)  would  be 
fully  implemented  within  3  years  following  filing  of 
the  statement. 


allotments  (excluding  Square  S,  Yellow  Creek,  and 
Cathedral  Bluffs)  over  a  3  year  period  at  a  total  cost 
of  $120,250.  In  1981, 179  horses  would  be  removed 
from  Square  S,  Yellow  Creek,  and  Cathedral  Bluffs  to 
reduce  the  population  to  280.  After  this  initial 
removal,  horses  would  be  removed  every  4  years. 
Costs  of  removal  on  the  designated  horse  range 
would  be  $304,510  over  the  next  20  years. 
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COSTS    OF    IMPLEMENTATION     (Alternative    F) 


COSTS    OF    IMPLEMENTATION    (Alternative    D) 

In  addition  to  the  costs  associated  with  Alter- 
native A  (Tables  2-3  and  2-4),  an  additional  cost  of 
14  miles  of  fence  would  occur  under  this  alternative 
($42,000).  Total  estimated  cost  of  implementing  this 
alternative  would  be  $5,787,159  for  construction 
related  costs  and  $163,940  annual  maintenance  costs. 
No  added  BLM  personnel  above  that  required  in 
Alternative  A  (ten  added  positions  during  imple- 
mentation, three  after)  would  be  required. 

Total  costs  of  implementing  the  wild  horse 
program  over  the  next  20  years  would  be  $298,670. 
Cost  of  initial  wild  horse  removals  by  1983  would  be 
$274,910.  After  the  initial  population  reduction, 
approximately  6  horses  would  be  removed  annually 
by  hay  baiting  or  water  trapping  the  desired  number. 


The  estimated  costs  of  implementing  this 
alternative  would  be  $5,220,195  in  initial  construc- 
tion related  costs  and  $125,668  in  annual  mainten- 
ance costs  (Tables  2-1 5  and  2-17). 

Additional  BLM  personnel  requirements  would 
be  the  same  as  proposed  in  Alternative  A,  ten  addi- 
tional positions  during  implementation  and  three 
additional  positions  after  implementation. 

Total  cost  of  implementing  the  wild  horse 
program  over  the  next  20  years  would  be  $740,000. 
Removal  of  500  wild  horses  would  be  required 
every  fifth  year  to  maintain  the  wild  horse  population 
between  700  and  1,125. 
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COSTS    OF    IMPLEMENTATION     (Alternative    E) 

The  estimated  cost  of  implementing  this 
alternative  would  be  $3,096,550  initial  construction 
related  costs  and  $50,356  annual  maintenance  costs 
(Table  2-11). 

Total  cost  of  implementing  the  wild  horse 
removal  over  the  next  20  years  would  be  an  addition- 
al  $424,060.      Horses  would  be  removed  from   11 
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TERRESTRIAL  VEGETATION 

Discussion  will  center  around  major  vegetation 
types  occurring  in  the  EIS  area  with  emphasis  on 
existing  composition,  condition  and  trend,  cover,  and 
productivity.  Condition  and  trend  information, 
presented  by  vegetation  type  and  suitability  class  in 
Table  3-5,  refers  to  livestock  forage  condition  and 
trend  as  opposed  to  ecological  condition  and  trend. 

Livestock  forage  condition  is  measured  by  the 
amounts  of  desirable  livestock  forage  plants  present 
in  a  given  area  while  ecological  condition  is  measured 
by  the  composition  of  plants  that  would  occur  in 
relation  to  the  potential  climax  community  in  the 
same  area.  Areas  such  as  the  saltbush  vegetation  type 
in  the  EIS  area,  however,  can  be  in  good  livestock 
forage  condition  and  good  ecological  condition  at  the 
same  time,  since  similar  plants  characterize  both 
conditions.  Map  3-4  depicts  the  major  vegetation 
types  by  locality.  Methodology  for  determination  of 
condition  and  trend  is  found  in  Appendix  E. 
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THREATENED     AND     ENDANGERED     PLANTS 

There  are  at  least  13  plant  species  that  are 
known  to  occur  in  the  EIS  area  that  are  currently 
being  reviewed  for  proposed  threatened  or  endanger- 
ed status  on  the  Federal  Register.  The  past  official 
status  of  each  species,  its  location,  habitat,  and 
elevation  range,  as  well  as  associated  plants,  taxonom- 
ic  difficulties,  number  of  known  populations,  and  the 
estimated  individuals  per  population  are  referenced  in 
Appendix  E.  Information  on  these  sensitive  plant 
species  in  the  EIS  area  is  lacking  due  to  limited  survey 
coverage. 

One  area  of  major  concern  is  Raven  Ridge,  just 
northwest  of  Rangely.  This  particular  outcrop  of  the 
Green  River  Formation  harbors  several  sensitive  plant 
species.     Among  these  are  Eriogonum  ephedroides, 


Astragalus        detritalus,       Parthenium       ligulatum, 
Penstemon       grahamii,    and    Cryptantha      rollinsii. 

Cathedral  Bluffs  is  another  area  of  concern, 
given  the  occurrence  of  Astragalus  lutosus  and 
Aquilegia  bamebyi.  It  is  suspected  that  Festuca 
dasyclada  may  also  be  present. 
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Sage  Grouse 

Historically,  northwest  Colorado  produced  the 
largest  sage  grouse  populations  in  the  State.  Since 
1953,  previous  population  declines  have  been  re- 
versed and  current  population  trends  are  considered 
stable  in  the  EIS  area. 

Much  of  the  approximately  516,000  acres  of 
sage  grouse  range  (Map  3-9)  is  considered  yearlong 
habitat.  Summer  and  winter  ranges  largely  overlap 
during  average  winters.  Some  populations  move  to 
lower  elevations  during  severe  winters.  There  are 
about  250,000  acres  of  potential  nesting  and  brood 
habitat  in  the  EIS  area. 

Nesting,  brooding,  and  winter  habitat  con- 
ditions are  probably  the  major  factors  regulating 
population  levels  and  productivity.  Nesting  and 
brooding  habitats  are  generally  in  fair  condition  while 
winter    habitat    appears    to    be    in   good   condition. 

Krager  (1977)  found  indications  in  the  Piceance 
Basin  that  sage  grouse  nesting  density  is  greatest 
within  a  2  mile  radius  of  strutting  grounds.  Juvenile 
grouse  are  dependent  upon  forbs,  insects,  and  grasses 
until  they  are  about  12  weeks  old.  Throughout  the 
rest  of  the  year,  and  especially  during  winter,  both 
juveniles  and  adults  are  almost  totally  dependent 
upon  sagebrush  for  food.  Sage  grouse  distribution  is 
associated  with  available  water  throughout  the 
summer. 
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TABLE  3-5  (REVISED) 
LIVESTOCK  RANGE  CONDITION  AND  TREND  BY  VEGETATION  TYPE  AND  SUITABILITY  CLASS 

Range  Condition  _!/ 
Vegetation  Type  Poor  Fair  Good 

Name         Total     3/  Suitable  Unsuitable  4/   Suitable   Unsuitable Suitable   Unsuitable 


Total 
Suitable  Unsuitable 


Grassland  48,306 

Sagebrush  473,732 

Mountain  Shrub  226,046 
Pinyon-Juniper  495,081 
Saltbush  61,119 

Greasewood  44,767 

Broadleaf  13,294 

Conifer  21,790 

Barren  4,261 

Waste  120,570 

Unallotted  Lands      3,240 
Livestock  Driveways   9, 600 
1,521,806 
Condition  Class  Totals 


0 

0 

46,586 

1,441 

3,919 

2,724 

151,499 

47,842 

25,019 

0 

35,974 

0 

2,060 

900 

691 

2,569 

0 

4,261 

0 

120,570 

0 

0 

0 

0 

265,748    180,307 
446,055 


36,496 

0 

364,632 

23,275 

168,472 

42,118 

194,759 

91,651 

29,366 

88 

8,793 

0 

7,879 

685 

10,354 

5,334 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,240 

0 

9,600 

0 

833,591 

163,151 

996 

742 

11,810 

0 

48,306 

0 

37,798 

0 

449,016 

24,716 

5,993 

2 

820 

178,384 

47,662 

5,505 

3 

825 

351,763 

143,318 

6,646 

0 

61,031 

88 

0 

0 

44,767 

0 

1,770 

0 

11,709 

1,585 

2,842 

0 

13,887 

7,903 

0 

0 

0 

4,261 

0 

0 

0 

120,570 

0 

0 

3,240 

0 

0 

0 

9,600 

0 

72,364 

6 

,645 

1,171,703 

350,103 

79 

009 

CO 

en 


Range  Trend  2/ 


Vegetation  Type 

Improving 

Stat 

LC 

DecJ 

.ining 

To 

:al 

Name 

Total 

Suitable 

Unsui 

table 

Suitable 

Unsuitable 

Suitable 

Unsui 

table 

Suitable 

Unsuitable 

Grassland 

48,306 

3,269 

0 

43,933 

0 

1,104 

0 

48,306 

0 

Sagebrush 

473,732 

8,424 

0 

367,519 

24,716 

73,073 

0 

449,016 

24,716 

Mountain  Shrub 

226,046 

16,939 

0 

130,597 

47,662 

30,848 

0 

178,384 

47,662 

Pinyon-Juniper 

495,081 

1,347 

0 

273,445 

143,318 

76,971 

0 

351,763 

143,318 

Saltbush 

61,119 

678 

0 

53,212 

88 

7,141 

0 

61,031 

88 

Greasewood 

44,767 

1,041 

0 

38,793 

0 

4,933 

0 

44,767 

0 

Broadleaf 

13,294 

0 

0 

9,662 

1,585 

2,047 

0 

11,709 

1,585 

Conifer 

21,790 

0 

0 

11,750 

7,903 

2,137 

0 

13,887 

7,903 

Barren 

4,261 

0 

0 

0 

4,261 

0 

0 

0 

4,261 

Waste 

120,570 

0 

0 

0 

120,570 

0 

0 

0 

120,570 

Unallotted 

Lands 

3,240 

0 

0 

3,240 

0 

0 

0 

3,240 

0 

Livestock  I 

driveways 

1 

9,600 

0 

0 

9,600 

0 

0 

0 

9,600 

0 

,521,806 

31,698 

0 

941,751 

350,103 

198,254 

0 

1,171,703 

350,103 

Trend 

Class 

Totals 

31 

,698 

1,291 

,854 

198 

,254 

1/  Range  Condition  -  relation  between  present  and  potential  capability  of  rangeland 

7J   Range  Trend  -  The  direction  of  change  in  range  condition 

_3/  Suitable  range  -  Range  suitable  for  livestock  grazing 

4/  Unsuitable  range  -  Range,  which  due  to  slope,  access  or  low  forage  productivity,  is  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing 
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Range  suitability  is  a  major  problem  in  the  EIS 
area.  Livestock  distribution  is  severely  hampered  by 
steep  rugged  terrain,  most  of  which  lies  along  the 
major  tributaries  draining  the  area.  Based  on  BLM 
guidelines,  which  takes  into  account  degree  of  slope 
and  associated  soil  erosion  in  present  condition, 
vegetation  cover,  water  availability,  and  vegetation 
productive  potential;  684,813  acres  are  suitable  for 
livestock  grazing  while  350,103  acres  are  unsuitable. 
The  remaining  486,890  acres  are  considered  poten- 
tially suitable.  Potentially  suitable  ranges  are  areas 
that  have  adequate  forage  but  lack  water  or  access 
necessary  to  manage  livestock  effectively.  When 
range  improvements  are  developed  in  these  areas, 
potentially  suitable  range  would  become  suitable  for 
livestock  grazing. 

Unsuitable  ranges  are  characterized  as  being  too 
steep  or  rugged  for  livestock  use,  too  low  in  produc- 
tivity to  support  livestock,  or  too  inaccessible  to 
justify  the  expense  of  range  improvements  that  could 
possibly  place  these  areas  into  the  potentially  suitable 
category. 
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Impacts  on  Riparian  Vegetation 

This  section  discusses  the  expected  changes  in 
riparian  vegetation  caused  by  the  action  proposal. 
Conclusions  were  based  on  subjective  analyses  of  the 
impacts  of  vegetation  allocation,  grazing  mangement, 
and  range  improvements  proposed  for  each  allotment 
on  the  vegetation  composition,  condition  and  trend, 
and    vegetation    ground    cover    in    each    allotment. 

Support  for  the  conclusions  presented  here 
were  based  to  a  large  extent  on  professional  judge- 
ment, and  to  a  smaller  degree  on  inferences  drawn 
from  research  and  professional  papers.  This  was  due 
to  the  paucity  of  scientific  research  into  cause  and 
effect  relationships  between  specific  grazing  manage- 
ment plans  and  their  impacts  on  riparian  vegetation. 
The  preponderance  of  research  in  this  field  deals 
primarily  with  grazing  versus  exclusion.  Therefore,  it 
was  felt  that  it  would  not  be  fair  to  evaluate  the  range 
management  recommendations  set  forth  in  this 
alternative  solely  on  these  studies.  A  summary  of 
impacts  is  presented  in  Appendix  E. 
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IMPACTS  ON  SAGE  GROUSE 

Sage  grouse  were  not  directly  allocated  veget- 
ation, however,  they  would  indirectly  benefit  from 
increased  understory  production  resulting  from 
livestock  reductions.  Their  seasonal  preference  for 
herbaceous  plants  is  well  documented  in  the  literature. 

The  action  proposal  would  increase  herbaceous 
production  and  leave  50  percent  of  current  annual 
growth  ungrazed.  Both  increased  understory  abund- 
ance and  residual  cover  would  improve  nesting, 
brooding,  and  adult  summer  habitats.  Increased 
insect  and  forb  abundance  would  especially  benefit 
young  birds  and  could  improve  population  produc- 
tivity. 


Krager  (1977)  estimated  peak  of  the  hatch 
occurring  about  June  10  in  the  Piceance  Basin.  Since 
this  is  about  the  average  livestock  turn  out  date  under 
proposed  minimum  rest  cycles,  nest  disturbance  from 
livestock  grazing  would  be  significantly  alleviated 
compared  with  the  present  situation. 

About  41,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat 
would  be  manipulated.  Most  of  the  sage  grouse  range 
in  the  EIS  area  supports  yearlong  populations. 
Given  a  lack  of  specific  information  on  seasonal 
movements  and  activity  use  areas,  all  vegetation 
manipulation  could  be  detrimental  if  the  most 
critical  life  function  requirements  (nesting,  brooding, 
and  winter  habitats)  are  not  provided  for  on  each 
treated  site.  Thus,  where  winter  range  overlaps  brood 
range,  small  created  openings  could  benefit  brood 
range  but  lower  the  quality  of  winter  range.  The 
selection  by  grouse  of  meadows  and  small  openings 
for  brood  habitat  (Carr  1968,  Savage  1969,  Oakleaf 
1971,  Wallestad  1971,  Klebenow  1972)  would 
suggest  that  grouse  use  could  be  enhanced  in  exten- 
sive, dense  sagebrush  stands  by  creating  small  inter- 
spersed openings.  In  other  areas,  thinning  of  dense 
stands  to  predetermined  levels  (as  described  in 
Carpenter  1974,  Krager  1977,  Nevenschwander  1980) 
could  also  improve  brood  habitat  and  provide  increas- 
ed acreage  of  nesting  habitat. 

Spraying  (2,  4-D)  projects  would  result  in  high 
forb  mortality  if  conducted  after  snowmelt  when 
forbs  are  beginning  spring  growth.  Kills  of  greater 
than  40  to  60  percent  on  sagebrush  would  reduce 
habitat  quality  by  eliminating  effective  cover  and 
reducing  forb  abundance  (Krager  1977). 

In  general,  short  and  long  term  impacts  would 
largely  benefit  sage  grouse  and  their  habitat  if  sage- 
brush manipulations  are  limited  in  size  and  percent 
kill  and  irregularly  shaped.  Seasonally  differing 
habitat  requirements  would  be  fulfilled  by  creating 
interspersed  stands  of  varying  vegetation  age  class 
structure,  density,  and  composition.  Brood  habitat 
possesses  the  greatest  potential  and  need  for  improve- 
ment and  could  be  accomplished  by  careful  design 
and     implementation     of    proposed    manipulations. 
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Water  development  on  summer  range  could 
increase  the  acreage  of  usable  summer  habitat  and 
improve  habitat  quality  through  more  uniform 
livestock  distribution.  Habitat  conditions  on  approx- 
imately 241,000  acres  of  nesting,  brooding,  and 
summer  habitats  would  improve,  in  response  to 
increased  herbaceous  production,  vegetation  manip- 
ulations, and  water  development. 
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would  inhibit  a  major  improvement  in  numbers  of 
fish  would  be  stream  size  (width  and  depth)  which 
restricts  carrying  capacities.  The  potential  for  angling 
use  would  not  be  increased. 

The  fencing  of  12.5  miles  of  stream  along 
Trappers,  Lake,  and  Soldier  Creeks  would  provide  for 
the  greatest  improvement  in  fish  habitat  by  complete- 
ly protecting  the  riparian  communities.  This  action 
would  greatly  enhance  the  survivability  of  the 
Colorado  cutthroat  trout  populations  inhabiting  these 
three  streams. 


IMPACTS  ON  FISH 


Impacts  to  fish  habitat  would  generally  result  in 
either  improved  or  stabilized  conditions.  In  only  one 
case  is  a  decline  expected  to  continue.  Improvements 
would  lead  to  increases  in  riparian  vegetation  ground 
cover  which  would  enhance  streambank  stability, 
reshape  channel  morphology,  provide  protective 
cover,  decrease  sedimentation,  increase  the  food 
supply,  and  regulate  water  temperatures  through 
shading.  By  improving  bank  stability,  less  caving, 
sloughing,  and  soil  erosion  would  occur.  This  would 
result  in  less  stream  siltation,  which  would  reduce 
or  eliminate  the  smothering  effect  on  eggs,  sensitive 
young  fish,  and  aquatic  insects  which  serve  as  fish 
food.  The  reshaping  of  channel  morphology  would 
be  exhibited  by  undercut  banks,  providing  excellent 
trout  habitat,  and  by  improved  pool  and  riffle  areas. 
Pools  and  riffles  would  be  enhanced  by  the  introduc- 
tion of  large  organic  debris,  such  as  logs,  limbs,  and 
stems,  which  collect  in  jams  and  pockets,  and  change 
flow  patterns.  Increased  flow  patterns  would  scour 
streambeds  to  provide  spawning  sites  or  dig  holes  to 
provide  resting  areas.  Overhanging  vegetation  would 
provide  protective  cover,  regulate  water  temperatures 
for  spawning  and  incubation  of  eggs,  and  provide 
food  through  falling  insects. 


No  change  in  fish  habitat  would  occur  along  26 
miles  of  public  stream.  Included  here  are  12  miles 
along  the  White  River  and  4.5  miles  along  Piceance 
Creek.  Improved  watershed  conditions  would  de- 
crease the  sediment  loads  in  these  streams,  however, 
these  changes  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to 
improve  fish  habitat.  Public  segments  of  these 
streams  are  generally  short  and  intermittent  along  the 
entire  length  separated  by  long  stretches  of  private  or 
state  owned  stream.  Public  portions  comprise  less 
than  10  percent  of  both  streams.  For  this  reason, 
impacts  resulting  from  activities  on  public  owned 
stream  frontage  would  be  negligible. 

Fish  habitat  in  Divide  Creek  reservoir,  and  the 
reservoirs  on  West  and  Bitter  Creeks  would  not 
change  substantially.  Divide  Creek  reservoir  has  been 
previously  fenced.  Livestock  reductions  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  reduce  the  impacts  on  bottom  dis- 
turbance by  wading  livestock  in  the  reservoirs  on 
West  and  Bitter  Creeks. 

A  decline  in  the  fish  habitat  along  the  3  miles 
of  Brush  Creek  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  declin- 
ing riparian  conditions,  causing  a  loss  in  cover, 
increase  in  siltation,  and  a  decrease  in  available  food 
organisms. 


Table  4-10  indicates  long  term  trends  on  game 
fish  habitat  for  streams  and  reservoirs  within  the  EIS 
area.  Improvement  in  fish  habitat  would  occur  on 
approximately  45  miles  of  stream  flowing  through 
public  lands  largely  as  the  result  of  improvement  in 
riparian  vegetation.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 
the  resultant  improvements  in  fish  populations 
would  be  marginal  at  best.  The  limiting  factor  which 
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IMPACTS  ON  SAGE  GROUSE  HUNTING 

Increased  opportunities  for  sage  grouse  hunting 
would   occur   under   all   alternatives  except  the  No 
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Action  Alternative.  Because  local  hunters  exert  most 
of  the  hunting  demand,  actual  hunter-days  used 
would  not  increase  unless  local  human  populations 
increased.  Projected  increases  in  sage  grouse  pop- 
ulations and  potential  increases  in  hunter-days  used 
would  both  be  unquantifiable  due  to  a  lack  of  data. 

Note:  New  heading  and  paragraph  inserted  after 
Impacts  on  Big  Game  Hunting. 


REVISIONS  TO  DEIS  PAGE  169 


Impacts  on  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Continuation  of  present  grazing  management 
practices  would  result  in  the  maintenance  of  those 
riparian  communities  presently  showing  a  stable 
trend,  and  a  decline  in  those  presently  exhibiting  a 
declining  trend.  Those  impacts  on  the  riparian  zones 
associated  with  78  perennial  streams  would  induce 
similar  impacts  on  aquatic  habitat,  since  riparian 
vegetation  plays  a  key  role  in  shaping  both  the 
physical  and  biotic  structure  of  the  aquatic  eco- 
system. 

Table  4-22  depicts  long  term  trends  in  fish 
habitat  in  the  EIS  area.  Fish  habitat  would  improve 
along  six  miles  of  Trappers  Creek  due  to  improved 
riparian  conditions  following  the  exclusion  of  live- 
stock by  fencing.  This  fencing  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  implementing  current  habitat  management 
plans.  Fish  habitat  would  remain  unchanged  along  46 
miles  of  streams  on  public  lands.  This  would  be 
caused  by  continued  heavy  to  moderate  use  by 
livestock  along  streambanks,  suppressing  vegetation 
growth  essential  for  improvement  of  the  aquatic 
ecosystem  and  fish  habitat. 


exhibiting  a  declining  trend.  Continued  grazing  along 
these  areas  would  lead  to  a  loss  of  vegetation  cover, 
reduced  streambank  stability,  and  increased  stream 
siltation. 

No  impacts  on  aquatic  life  and  fish  habitat  in 
the  Divide  Creek  reservoir  would  occur  due  to  pre- 
vious fencing  of  the  reservoir.  The  aquatic  life  and 
existing  fish  habitat  in  the  reservoirs  on  West  Creek 
and  Bitter  Creek  would  be  influenced  by  impacts  on 
the  streams  above  the  reservoirs.  Continued  removal 
of  riparian  vegetation  and  trampling  of  streambanks 
would  increase  sediment  loads,  which  should  settle 
out  under  normal  conditions  as  water  velocities  slow 
upon  entry  into  the  reservoirs.  It  is  possible  that 
these  reservoirs  could  be  filled  with  sediment  by  the 
year  2000. 

Since  little  or  no  angling  use  occurs  in  the  EIS 
area,  no  impact  on  angling  use  would  be  expected 
from  this  alternative. 
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The  projected  declining  habitat  values  on  sage 
grouse  nesting  and  brood  range  could  lead  to  lower 
populations.  This  could  translate  into  lower  sage 
grouse  hunting  opportunities.  Impacts  would  be 
unquantifiable,  due  to  a  lack  of  data  on  both  the 
degree  to  which  grouse  populations  could  decline  and 
on  sage  grouse  hunter  days  in  the  EIS  area. 

Note:  Make  this  the  last  paragraph  under  Impacts  on 
Recreation    Resources    (which   starts  on  page  171). 


Aquatic  life  in  the  White  River  would  continue 
to  be  influenced  by  the  land  use  practices,  primarily 
agricultural,  on  the  private  lands  adjacent  to  the  river. 
Since  public  segments  along  the  river  are  generally 
small,  no  direct  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result  of 
grazing  on  public  lands.  Fish  habitat  would  decline 
along  21  miles  of  streams  as  a  result  of  continued 
heavy  grazing  in  those  riparian  communities  presently 
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ERRATA 
Page  1 

1.  First  column,  second  paragraph,  first  sentence:    "Domestic  livestock  grazing  first  occurred  ..." 
The  sentence  should  now  read:    "Livestock  grazing  first  occurred  ..." 

2.  Second  column,  first  partial  paragraph,  first  partial  sentence:  "...  range  conditions,  provide  quality  habitat  for 
wildlife  and  wild  horses,  provide  a  continuous  supply  of  livestock  forage  ..." 

The  sentence  should  now  read:  "...  habitat  for  wildlife  and  wild  horses,  provide  for  the  protection  and  improvement 
of  riparian  habitats,  provide  a  continuous  supply  ..." 

Page  6  (and  following  pages  where  applicable) 

Table  2-2 

The  allotments  K-Ranch  (6307)  and  Evacuation  Creek  (6357)  should  be  increased  in  acreage  of  public  lands  by 
4,363  and  5,075  acres  respectively  with  a  corresponding  increase  in  livestock  AUIVls  of  238  and  334  respectively 
(Refer  to  revised  "Administration  of  Grazing  Management"  section,  DEIS,  page  12).  Increased  livestock  AUMs  (238 
and  334  AUMs)  should  be  added  to  "Authorized  Livestock  Use",  "Livestock  Actual  Use",  "Initial  Allocation- 
Livestock",  and  "Projected  Allocation-Livestock"  for  these  two  allotments.  These  increases  should  be  added  to  all 
tables  where  these  two  allotments  are  listed  separately  or  where  they  are  listed  together  with  other  allotments  under 
the  yearlong  cattle  use  category,  "Cattle  Sp/Su/F/W".  All  totals  including  these  two  allotments  should  be  increased 
in  acreage  and  AUMs  by  the  same  amounts  in  tables  and  narrative. 

Page  9 

1.  Second  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:  "Vegetation  Manipulation  may  be  needed  on 
186,00  acres ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:    "...  may  be  needed  on  186,310  acres  ..." 

2.  Second  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  second  full  sentence:    "...would  include  treatment  of  11,137  acres 

The  sentence  should  read:    "...  would  include  treatment  of  111,137  acres  ..." 

Page  10 

First  column.  Item  1,  second  full  sentence:  "...  formal  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would  be 
initiated." 

The  sentence  should  read:     "...  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Colorado  DOW  would  be  initiated." 
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Page  15  (and  following  pages  where  applicable) 

Second  column,  fourth  paragraph,  first  sentence:    "...  the  same  107,000  acre  ..." 

All  references  to  the  proposed  reduction  in  acreage  to  the  present  wild  horse  range  should  be  changed  from  "107,000 
acres"  to  "148,153  acres". 

Page  33 
Table  2-18 

Changes  in  Ranch  Income  under  Alternative  D  long  term  column  reads:    "+24,507". 
The  number  should  read:   "+240,507". 


Page  35 

Second  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  second  full  sentence:    "...  would  be  reduced  by  15,826  days  derthe  No 
Action  ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  by  15,826  days  under  the  ..." 


Page  39 

First  column,  first  complete  paragraph,  eighth  full  sentence:     "...  livestock  grazing  levels  would  be  reduced  by  48 
percent  ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  would  be  reduced  52  percent  in  the  short  term  ..." 


Page  41 
Map  2-1 

The  proposed  wild  horse  use  area  depicted  on  the  map  is:   "Cathedral  Bluffs,  Pasture  C  of  Square  S,  and  Box  Elder." 

The  proposed  wild  horse  use  area  depicted  on  the  map  should  include:   "Cathedral  Bluffs,  Pasture  C  of  Square  S,  and 
Yellow  Creek  which  includes  Box  Elder,  Barcus  Pinto  Gulch,  and  Rocky  Ridge." 

Page  53 

Second  column,  second  complete  paragraph,  last  full  sentence:   "Major  watersheds  are  depicted  on  Map  3-2." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "Watersheds  by  grazing  stations  are  depicted  on  Map  3-2." 
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Page  59 

1 .  First  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:    'The  pinyon  juniper  type  grows  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   'The  pinyon-juniper  type  ..." 

2.  First  column,  last  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:   "...  consists  of  mixed  saltbush  and  segebrush  stands." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...  saltbush  and  sagebrush  stands." 

Page  63 

Bottom  photo  caption:   "Natural  fires  in  the  pinyon-juniper ..." 

The  caption  should  read:    "Burned  areas  as  a  result  of  natural  fires  in  the  pinyon-juniper  type  make  up  about  5,000 
acres  of  the  grassland  type  in  the  EIS  area." 

Page  66 

First  column,  second  paragraph,  second  full  sentence:   "...  upper  elevation  drainages  on  northern  exosures." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...  upper  elevation  drainages  on  northern  exposures." 

Page  67 

1 .  First  column,  third  and  fourth  complete  paragraph:   'Threatened  and  Endangered  Plants" 
All  references  in  the  paragraphs  to  'T/E  plants"  should  be  changed  to  "sensitive  plants". 

2.  Second  column,  first  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:     "The  White  River  deer  herd  was  considered  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...  deer  herd  is  considered  ..." 


Page  69 

1.  First  column,  second  complete  paragraph,  last  full  sentence:   "...  has  converted  sagebrush-grassland  conplexes  into 
dominant  grasslands." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  sagebrush-grassland  complexes  into  dominant  grasslands." 

2.  Second  column,  first  partial  paragraph,  first  partial  sentence:    "...  EIS  area,  are  that  elk  populations  increase  by  8 
prtcent." 

The  sentence  should  read:    "...  elk  populations  increase  by  8  percent." 
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3.  Second  column,  second  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:    "Summer  and  winter  rages  generally  occur  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "Summer  and  winter  ranges  generally  occur ..." 

4.  Second  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  last  full  sentence:    "...  grasses  and  forbs  generally  comprise  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:    "...  grasses  and  shrubs  generally  comprise  ..." 

5.  Second  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  last  full  sentence:     "Hunting  pressure  and  energy  development  are 
limiting  the  rate  of  increase  in  the  White  River  elk  herd." 

The  sentence  should  be  changed  to  read:    "Colorado  DOW  harvest  regulations  and  energy  development  appear  to  be 
influencing  populations  in  the  White  River  elk  herd." 

6.  Second  column,  last  paragraph, first  full  sentence:   "About  77  percent  of  the  antelope  habit  is  in  poor  condition  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...  antelope  habitat  is  in  ..." 

Page  72 

1.  First  column,  last  partial  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:    "One  hundred  ninety-five  species  have  been  observed  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:    'Two  hundred  twelve  species  ..." 

2.  Second  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:    "The  whooping  crane  has  been  observed  once  in 
the  EIS  area." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  has  been  observed  twice  ..." 

3.  Second  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  second  full  sentence:   "...  from  new  Mexico  to  Idaho." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...  from  New  Mexico  to  Idaho." 

Page  73 

Second  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  last  sentence:    "...  Colorado  cutthroat  trout,  Salmo    clarki  pleuriticus." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...Salmo  clarki  pleuriticus   (Map  3-10)." 


Page  80 

1.  First  column,  first  complete  paragraph,  second  full  sentence:    "...  Canyon  Pintado  Historic  District,  Duck  Creek 
pickup  Village  ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:    "Canyon  Pintado  Historic  District,  Duck  Creek  Wickiup  Village  ..." 
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2.  First  paragraph,  last  paragraph,  fourth  full  sentence:    "...  an  assessment  is  made  of  the  opportunities  fof  recreation 

ft 

The  sentence  should  read:    "...  is  made  of  the  opportunities  for  recreation  ..." 

Page  87 

1.  First  column,  second  complete  paragraph,  last  full  sentence:   "This  puts  greater  pressure  on  the  inadequacy  housing 
market  ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  on  the  inadequate  housing  market ..." 

2.  Second  column,  under  Livestock  Grazing,  second  paragraph,  first  sentence:    "Public  land  ...  provides  22  percent  ... 
forage  requirements  of  621,732  AUMs." 

The  sentence  should  now  read:     "Public  land  ...  provides  21   percent  ...  forage  requirements  of  647,752  AUMs." 

Page  88 

First  column,  first  partial  paragraph,  first  partial  sentence:    "...  approximately  34,821  cattle,  ...  forage  requirements 
amount  to  417,852,  203,880,  and  1,320  AUMs  respectively." 

The  sentence  should  now  read:  "...approximately  36,851  cattle, ...  forage  requirements  amount  to  442,222,  203,880, 
and  1,650  AUMs  respectively." 

Page  95 

Map  3-2:   "Major  Watersheds" 

The  title  should  read:   "Watersheds  by  Grazing  Stations" 

Page  125 

Second  column,  Item  10:   "Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  would  properly  manage  wildlife  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  would  manage  wildlife  ..." 

Page  127 

1.  First  column,  last  paragraph,  first  sentence:   "...  would  improve  soil  erosion  ...  and  over  the  long  term  ..." 
The  sentence  should  now  read:   "would  maintain  soil  erosion  ...  and  improve  over  the  long  term  ..." 
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2.  Second  column,  fourth  paragraph,  second  sentence:     Delete  sentence  and  replace  with  "Permits  for  proposed  water 
developments  would  be  obtained  from  the  Colorado  State  Engineer  before  the  projects  are  implemented." 

3.  Second  column,  fifth  paragraph,  first  sentence:   "...  over  the  long  term,  amounting  to  only  ..." 
The  sentence  should  now  read:   "...  over  the  long  term  with  the  increased  use  amounting  to  only  ..." 

4.  Second  column,  sixth  paragraph:    "Different  physical  and  chemical  factors  ...  (USDI  1978)." 
Delete  this  paragraph. 

Page  132 

1.  First  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:   "...  natural  seed  sources,  extend  of  range  improvements  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...  natural  seed  sources,  extent  of  range  improvements ..." 

2.  Second  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  second  sentence:   "Desirable  species ...  would  average  17  percent  of  243,538 
acres." 

The  sentence  should  now  read:   "Desirable  species  ...  would  average  17  percent  on  243,538  acres." 

3.  Second  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  fourth  full  sentence:    "at  the  same  time,  wildlife  use  of  shrubs  could  reduce 

The  sentence  should  read:   "At  the  same  time,  livestock  and  wildlife  use  of  shrubs ..." 


Page  134 

1.  First  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  second  full  sentence:     'This  was  the  primarily  to  the  paucity  of  research 
publications ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:   'This  was  due  primarily  to  the  paucity  ..." 

2.  First  column,  last  complete  paragraph,  last  full  sentence:   "Substantial  reductions  (greater  than  30  to  50  percent)  would 
probably  ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "Substantial  reductions  (greater  than  30  percent)  would  probably  ..." 


Page  136 

1.  First  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:    "...  would  come  about  as  a  result  of  the  various  ranger 
improvements." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  of  the  various  range  improvements." 
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2.  Second  column,  fourth  complete  paragraph,  first  sentence:   "A  total  of  221  acres  ...  fair  to  poor." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "A  total  of  201  acres ...  fair  to  poor." 

Page  137 

1.  Second  column,  first  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:     "The  specialization  of  many  threatened  and  en- 
dangered (T/E)  plant  species  ..." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "The  specialization  of  many  sensitive  plant  species  ..." 

2.  Second  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  second  full  sentence:     "This  particular  outcrop  of  the  Green  River 
Formation  harbors  many  T/E  plant  species." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  harbors  many  sensitive  plant  species." 


Page  147 

Second  column,  second  complete  paragraph,  third  full  sentence:     "...  improvements  in  fish  populations  would  be 
marginal  at  best." 

The  sentence  should  read:   "...  would  be  modest  at  best." 


Page  164 

1 .  First  column,  second  paragraph,  first  sentence:   "Range  condition  ...  would  continue  to  enhance  ..." 
The  sentence  should  now  read:   "Range  condition  ...  would  continue  to  reduce  ..." 

2.  First  column,  fourth  paragraph,  first  sentence:   "...  vegetation  cover  could  absorb  ..." 
The  sentence  should  now  read:    "...  vegetation  cover  would  absorb  ..." 

3.  Second  column,  first  paragraph,  third  sentence:   "Runoff  ...  a  3  percent  change  ..." 
The  sentence  should  now  read:    "Runoff  ...  a  3  percent  increase  ..." 

4.  Second  column,  first  paragraph,  fifth  sentence:     "For  this  alternative,  ...  conditions  which  is  believed  not  to  be 
significant." 

The  sentence  should  read:    "For  this  alternative,  ...  conditions  which  is  believed  not  to  have  a  major  affect  on  any 
resource." 
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Page  175 

Second  column,  first  complete  paragraph,  first  sentence:    "For  this  alternative  ...  which  is  believed  not  to  be  sign- 
ificant." 

This  sentence  should  now  read:    "For  this  alternative,  ...  which  is  believed  not  to  have  a  major  affect  on  the  White 
River." 


Page  186 

Second  column,  first  paragraph,  first  sentence:   "For  this  alternative, ...  believed  not  to  be  significant." 
This  sentence  should  now  read:   "For  this  alternative, ...  believed  to  have  no  importance." 

Page  188 

First  column,  second  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:   "Impacts  on  T/E  plant  species ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "Impacts  on  sensitive  plant  species ..." 

Page  199 

Second  column,  third  complete  paragraph,  fifth  sentence:    "For  this  alternative,  ...  believed  not  to  be  significant." 
This  sentence  should  now  read:    "For  this  alternative, ...  believed  not  to  have  major  importance." 

Page  200 

Second  column,  third  complete  paragraph:   "Impacts  on  Threatened  and  Endangered  Plants". 
All  references  in  the  paragraph  to  "T/E  plants"  should  be  changed  to  "sensitive  plants". 
Page  212 

Second  column,  first  partial  paragraph,  second  complete  sentence:    "For  this  alternative  ...  believed  not  to  be  sicn- 
ificant." 

This  sentence  should  now  read:   "For  this  alternative,  ...  believed  not  to  have  a  major  affect  on  any  resource." 

Page  214 

Second  column,  first  complete  paragraph,  first  full  sentence:    "...  impacts  upon  T/E  species  ..." 
The  sentence  should  read:   "...  impacts  upon  sensitive  species  ..." 


Page  316  to  317 

Title  of  Table  E-8  'THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  PLANT  SPECIES" 

The  title  should  read:    "PLANT  SPECIES  CURRENTLY  BEING  REVIEWED  AS  PROPOSED  FOR  THREATENED 
OR  ENDANGERED  STATUS  ON  THE  FEDERAL  REGISTER" 
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